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Alternative F has been identified as the agencies preferred alternative.
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1.1 INTRODUCTION

In compliance with its own laws and regulations, and in accordance with the Council of Environmental
CHAPTER 1 Quality regulations (40 CFR §1500-1508) for implementing the procedural provisions of the National
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Forest Service is proposing to modify or delete current
programmatic direction, and add direction in response to new information concerning management of
Introduction 2 habitat for the northern goshawk and its prey. Direction developed as part of this project will be in the
form of an amendment to specific Land and Resource Management Plans (Forest Plans).
Background
The Assessment Of Habitat In Utah 3 Under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), each unit of the National Forest System (NFS) is
The Conservation Strategy and Interagency Agreement - managed under a comprehensive land and resource management plan, or forest plan. Forest plans are
Supplemental Information Reports (SIRs) programmatic documents; they determine the overall direction under which a national forest will
operate. Much like a county master plan or zoning ordinance, a forest plan sets broad goals and
Purpose and Need identifies standards, or requirements, under which specific projects must be carried out. Decisions on
Purpose individual projects, based on site-specific analysis, then allow the agency to proceed with a specific
Need - activity in a certain place and time, given adequate funding, resources, and so forth.

Geographic Range and Scope Forest plans describe goals, objectives, standards and guidelines which are collectively referred to as
Geographic Range "management direction." Goals describe a desired condition of a resource component. They are
Scope timeless and are usually expressed in broad, general terms. Objectives are concise, time-specific

statements that are typically a measurable planned result that respond to a pre-established goal.

Summary of the Proposed Action 7 Standards and guidelines comprise "sideboards" that the agency must work within. Essentially they

\ operate like city zoning ordinances permitting, prohibiting, and/or regulating activities designed and

Decisions to be Made implemented to further achievement of related goals and objectives.

Organization of the Document ’ Forest plans provide, among other things, direction to manage fish and wildlife habitat to maintain
viable populations of existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species in the particular planning
area. Habitat must be provided to support, at least, a minimum number of reproductive individuals in
habitats that are well distributed so that those individuals can interact with others in the planning arca as
required by the regulations that implement NFMA (36 CFR §219.19).

1.2 BACKGROUND

The northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) 1s the largest North American member of the genus Acciprer.
It breeds in coniferous, deciduous, and mixed forests throughout much of North America. The goshawk
is a forest habitat generalist that uses a variety of forest types, forest ages, structural conditions, and
successional stages. It preys on small to medium-sized birds and mammals.

In October 1991, the USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Region designated the goshawk as a sensitive
species. In March 1997, the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources classified the goshawk as a sensitive
species. Both actions identify the goshawk as a species vulnerable to population declines or habitat loss
and prompts management actions for its conservation.

In 1992 and 1993, the Intermountain Regional Forester directed Forests to draw from the intent of the
Reynolds et al. (1992) management recommendations for management of habitat for goshawk and its
prey, as well as other pertinent scientific information. Forests were to continue to do this until such time
that a Utah-specific habitat assessment and conservation strategy was developed. The assessment and
strategy for Utah was completed in 1998; the assessment was published in 1999.

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter 1- Purpose and Need {

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter |- Purpose and Need q Page 1-1




Based on findings documented in Supplemental Information Reports (SIRs) completed by each national
forest in Utah the Intermountain Regional Forester decided that amendments to Forest Plans were
required to address new information found in the assessment and strategy.

1.2.1 The Assessment Of Habitat In Utah

Managers rarely have all the information needed to conduct a fully quantitative population viability
analysis (PVA); this is the case for the northern goshawk. In the face of missing demographic
information, one practical alternative is to use inventories of the quality, quantity and distribution of
suitable habitat as a surrogate for PVA. The primary assumption is that if vegetative communities and
their processes are similar today to those occurring historically, then conditions approximate those under
which species evolved. Presumably, therefore, the full complement of species will persist.

In July 1998, Dr. Russell T. Graham (research forester, Rocky Mountain Research Station, a recognized
expert in the field of developing large scale habitat assessments, and experienced in management of
habitat for the northern goshawk) along with an interagency team of biologists from Utah, completed an
Assessment of Habitat Conditions in Utah for the Northern Goshawk and its Prey (hereinafter referred to
as A ). This A was pubished in 1999 (Graham et al. 1999). In the Executive
Summary, Graham et al. state "at the local level (forest level and lower) this assessment outlines a
process that should be used to describe goshawk habitat, proper functioning condition, or other forest or
woodland characteristics of interest. At this level, fine resolution data should be used to describe these
characteristics, and this assessment can be used to provide context. In addition, at this level, the

M Rec dations for the Northern Goshawk in the Southwestern United States (Reynolds
et al. 1992) should be used to help prepare site prescriptions. Data in this assessment are too coarse for

making site prescriptions and should only be used to provide context and describe processes when used
at these levels.” (Graham et al. 1999).

Graham et al. (1999) continue by emphasizing that "this assessment does not prescribe implementation
methods. It describes desired conditions, with managers needing to decide how and if they will be
used.” At the scale (i.e., state level) of the Assessment, it was inappropriate to address local level site
prescriptions/recc dations; it was ide the scope of the assessment project. In addition, site
prescriptions/r dations were already provided in Reynolds (1992), and did not require
duplication in the Graham et al. Assessment.

The Assessment found that goshawk habitat quality was declining. It concludes:

"Because of fire exclusion, insect and disease epidemics, timber harvest, livestock grazing, or
a combination of these factors the forests and woodlands of Utah have changed drastically
since the early 1900's. Forests are now dominated by mid- to late successional species
(Douglas-fir, white fir and subalpine fir) rather than the early successlonal species (lodgepole
and ponderosa pine). Along with these ch came declines in goshawk
populations ... The present conditions of forests and woodlands of Utah are prone to insect
and disease epidemic in addition to the risk of stand replacing fires. To ensure the goshawk's
continued existence in Utah will require the restoration of these degraded habitats and the
protection of native process.” (Graham et al. 1999)
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Though the Assessment could not directly answer the question of goshawk population viability because
of inadequate demographic data, the authors state:

"Most of the currently forested lands were rated as medium or high value for both nesting
and foraging habitat. Where surveys have been conducted, goshawks are present and are
nesting successfully. Furthermore, all available habitat patches are connected, and no known
population is isolated. In general, existing habitat appears to be capable of supporting a
viable population of goshawks at the State spatial scale.” (ibid.)

However, the authors also caution:

"Current management policies ... provide for a wide range of implementation options, with a
correspondingly wide range of possible effects on goshawk habitat ... Current management
policies have the potential to degrade habitat if any one activity is overapplied or
misapplied.” (ibid.)

1.2.2 The Conservation Strategy and Interagency Agreement

Following completion of the Assessment, the interagency team (without Dr. Graham) prepared a
"Conservation Strategy and Agreement for the Management of Northern Goshawk Habitat in Utah"
(HCS). The HCS was designed to maintain "adequate nesting and foraging goshawk habitat that is well
connected throughout the State of Utah in order to sustain a viable population of goshawks." (Utah NFs
et al. 1998)

In the HCS, the authors state "when developing site specnﬁc prescriptions the ecological principals and
assessment process found within the Manag Rec dations for the Northern Goshawk in the
Southwestern United States (Reynolds et al. 1992) should be used. The recommendations from
Reynolds et al. (1992) represent the best available scientific information for forming the development of
site prescriptions and should be considered a component of this HCS when designing project leve!
prescriptions.” (ibid.)

Later in the strategy, the authors state "the Reynolds recommendations do not address all cover types,
growth conditions, fire regimes, or historic vegetative patterns found in the State of Utah." (ibid.)
Because of this, the i gency team pr ded to identify habitat attributes found in Reynolds, or Utah
cover types not addr~ssed in Reynolds, that had to be modified/added to address habitat conditions in
Utah. In addition, the team also identified Utah-specific interagency coordination needs for habitat
assessment and monitoring.

This team also recognized that better local data may indicate that site conditions in some areas of an
administrative unit will differ from those described in the HCS or Reynolds recommendations. In these
cases, they suggested that administrative units modify identified habitat values (i.e., canopy, snags, etc )
in recommendations using the better local data and the Reynolds habitat evaluation process. E ially,
units should use the best data available to determine the habitat value that is most appropriate on a site to
meet the intended habitat need; if better data is not available, use the HCS or Reynolds recommended
value should be used. (ibid.)

The HCS was completed in October 1998. The accompanying "Interagency Agreement," signed in
October 1998 by the participating agencies, stated: "The signatory agencies agree that this strategy
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represents the best available scientific information on the northern goshawk and its use of habitat in the
State of Utah, and recommend that field offices apply the strategy through their own processes with
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance where appropriate.” (ibid.) Participating
agencies were the Forest Service (FS), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), US Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), and the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR).

Speaking to the issue of viability, the HCS states:

"Based on the findings in Graham et al. (1998) that good quality habitat is well distributed
and connected throughout the State of Utah, the absence of evidence of a population decline
on National Forest System lands since 1991, and consistency with findings by the FWS, we
believe the current goshawk population is viable in the State of Utah." (ibid.)

The HCS suggests additional site specific measures to ensure that habitat for the goshawk is managed
consistently across federal and state lands in Utah. According to the authors, "consistency in
management of habitat is key to providing a reasonable probability of goshawk persistence.” (ibid.)

1.2.3 Supplemental Information Reports (SIRs)

In signing the interagency agreement attached to the HCS, the Forest Service committed to:
»... initiating NEPA procedures which ider adopting the recc dations in the strategy
as interim direction through amendments to the Regional Guide and Utah National Forest
Plans, as appropriate. Alternatives to recommendations in the strategy will be considered
during the appropriate NEPA compliance process.” (ibid.)

Since the Assessment determined that more than 80% of the suitable habitat for the northern goshawk in
Utah occurs on NFS lands, Intermountain Regional Forester Jack A. Blackwell directed Utah Forest
Supervisors to assess the sufficiency of management direction in current forest plans to allow use of new
information, includi 2 recc dati found in the Assessment and HCS. The Forest
Sup “rvisors determined that while current management direction will allow for use of the
recommendations at the project level, some direction was so broad that it also allowed actions that could
degrade goshawk habitat. Asa result, they determined that amendments were needed to delete or
modify current direction, or add new direction, to provide reasonable assurance that goshawk habitat

will be maintained or restored. Amendments were also needed to provide consi y in gement of

habitat among and across national forests and other land management agencies in Utah. These decisions
are d d in each national forest's SIR (project record, exhibit K, section c).

Regional Forester Blackwell assigr d an Interdisciplinary (ID) Team, led by Uinta National Forest
Supervisor Peter W. Karp, to develop management direction for NFS lands on the Ashley, Dixie,
Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache NFs. This direction will incorporate new information

from the Assessment and HCS.
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1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED
1.3.1 Purpose

This project was initiated not because the agency was concerned that we would lose a viable
population of goshawks prior to revision of Forest Plans in Utah (projected to be 4 years), but in
response to identified concerns that current management strategies permitted actions that could
degrade habitat and did not emphasize some actions needed to maintain or restore goshawk habitat.
In addition, new direction was needed to provide greater consistency in management of habitat for
the goshawk. Current direction is not sufficient to provide consistency, resulting in a variety of
interpretations on how to manage goshawk habitat. Fora far-ranging species such as the goshawk
that spans multiple national forests and other jurisdictional boundaries, consistency in habitat
management is an essential component of actions needed to provide reasonable assurances that
habitat to support viable goshawk populations can be sustained in the future.

Due to the important role NFS lands play in restoring or maintaining habitat for the northern
goshawk in Utah, the Intermountain Region elected to take action to determine how to incorporate
principles recommended in the HCS into management actions proposed in the future. This action
will contribute to on-going interagency efforts to prevent the goshawk from being listed as
threatened or endangered. Once a species is listed as endangered or threatened, options for
management can be reduced.

1.3.2 Need

A habitat and manag T dations for the northern goshawk and subsequent
habitat conservation strategy were developed for the State of Utah in response to suspected downward
trends in goshawk habitat and/or populations. Due to the important role NFS lands play in restoring or
maintaining forested habitat for the northern goshawk, there is an immediate need to incorporate the
principles and recommendations from these d into 2 direction, for the reasons stated

below.

Changes in forest structure, especially large tree removal and other forest management activities singly
or in combination, may negatively affect goshawk populations (Crocker-Bedford 1990). In addition, fire
exclusion has resulted in 2n ingrowth of forest stands by shade tolerant species. This in and of itself
would likely not lead to goshawk population declines. In the short term the increase in older seral
conditions may actually be beneficial. The main issue is the changes in fire severity and risk of large
scale habitat losses from catastrophic fire and insect events that would ultimately lead to a loss of
nesting habitat (Bloom et al. 1986, Herron et al. 1985, Kennedy 1989) [Graham et al. 1999].

Each of the six national forests identified in Chapter 1.4.1 completed a Supplemental Information Report
(SIR). The SIRs assessed the sufficiency of management direction in current forest plans to allow use of
new information, including management recommendations, found in the Assessment and HCS. While
current management direction would allow for use of the recommendations at the project level, some
direction was so broad that it also allowed actions that could degrade goshawk habitat. As a result, it
was determined that amendments to current forest plans are necessary to address new information found
in the assessment and strategy.
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1.4 GEOGRAPHIC RANGE AND SCOPE
1.4.1 Geographic Range

The Proposed Action provides management direction for affected forested habitats on NFS lands within
the Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache National Forests (NF) (hereinafter
referred to as Utah’s NFs) of the Intermountain Region. Specifically, the geographic area described
includes the majority of NFS lands in the State of Utah, with small portions of Wyoming and Colorado.
The total NFS lands within these six national forests is approximately 8.1 million acres; 7.98 million
acres in Utah, 90,000 acres in Wyoming and 30,000 acres in Colorado. Coniferous and aspen forests
occur on approximately 3.9 million acres of this 8.1 million acres.

1.4.2 Scope

Under the provisions of the NFMA, this action will amend current management direction in six forest
plans. It will provide consistency in future project design, implementation and monitoring on the
Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache NFs where habitat for the goshawk
and its prey is involved. When forest plans for the affected national forests are revised, the management
direction adopted through this amendment will be integrated as needed to best meet the intent of the
conservation strategy and assessment (Figure 1).

1.5 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Action (Alternative B) consists of goals, standards and guidelines necessary to implement
The Utah Northern Goshawk: Habitat A and Manag R dations (Graham et al.
1999) and "The Conservation Strategy and Agr for the Manag: of Northern Goshawk
Habitat in Utah" (Utah National Forests et al. 1998). The Proposed Action allows management which
mimics the variability of size, intensity, and frequency of native disturbance regimes within the full
historic range of variation, including extreme events.

There are four aspects of the Proposed Action:

. Desired Habitat Condition (DHC): This is a portrayal of land conditions expected to result from
implementing the proposed management direction. It describes the desired habitat quantity,
quality and distribution for the goshawk and its prey that the agency intends to strive for over
time. This DHC is provided because current forest plan Desired Future Condition (DFC)
descriptions lack the detail relating to the desired habitat for goshawk and its prey. A more
detailed description is needed to understand the purpose of the proposed "management direction.”
This DHC is intended to be an integral part of current forest plan DFC discussions, not replace it.

. National Forest System lands affected: This is a description of the NFS lands within the
geographic area described above where the proposed management direction will and will not be
applied.

Application of management direction: This describes what projects the management direction in
the Proposed Action will be applied to, if adopted.

. Proposed Management Direction and Monitoring Requirements: Forest plans include goals,
objectives, standards and guidelines, collectively referred to as "management direction.”
Management direction found in the Proposed Action will supplement the current broader forest
plan goals, standards and guidelines. A monitoring plan is also included.

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter 1- Purpose and Need /ﬂ

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA

Chapter 1- Purpose and Need




The list of preparers, references used within the document and glossary are provided after Chapter 4,

1.6 DECISIONS TO BE MADE L Sy
prior to the appendicies.

The decision to be made through this project is how much and what type of management direction is
needed to guide project design and implementation until forest plans are revised to provide reasonable
assurance that we will:

The Appendices contain (a) specific management direction by alternative; (b) monitoring requirements

by alternative;, (c) maps of exempted areas on each national forest corresponding with discussions at

section 2.3.2; (d) detailed discussions of HRV and PFC, and canopy closures; (e) relevant tables

« maintain or restore sufficient habitat needed to support the currently viable population of corresponding to discussions in Chapter 3; (f) goshawk habitat maps referenced in Chapter 3; (g) the
biological resources cumulative effects map showing geographic area considered for vegetation and

goshawks for the interim period; e < Al > .
« retain goshawk habitat management options so that they can be considered during forest plan ::lt!::::fxec'eg];n prl)p‘:)secli mmagmen?ﬁﬂg«:xion (j:;pﬂ(;giix:mg‘:)onhe biological pre-field survey form

revision.

Each alternative considered for detailed study (2.2.2) includes varying amounts and types of
management direction addressing these factors. The Intermountain Regional Forester will decide either
to adopt the Proposed Action, wi: alternative to the Proposed Action, or select the No Action Alternative.
The alternative selected will specify the management direction that will amend the six Utah forest plans
(Ashley, Dixie, Fizhlake, Manti-LaSal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache).

It has alrea:iv be=n determined, based on the best information available, that there is a viable goshawk
population in Utah and sufficient habitat is currently available to support this population (Graham et al.
1999, Utk National Forests et al. 1998). Retaining a viable population depends on the agency’s ability
+o mair saia sufficient amounts of suitable habitat. Though long term direction for management of
hzinitat fue 1~ goshawk will be addressed in future forest plan revision efforts, current planning direction
mus: be modified sufficiertly to carry forests through the interim period between the present and when
the decision documents for their revised plans are signed.

The management directicn adopted through this project will not change the physical environment; there
is no irretrievable or irre ersible commitment of resources. Any subsequent site-specific action that
may change the environment, and which uses this direction to guide project design and implementation,
will be subject to appropriate site-specific analyses required by NEPA.

1.7 ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINDER OF THIS DOCUMENT

Chapter 2 describes intemal and external public involvement activities, issues and concems with the
Proposed Action identified through these efforts, and how the issues and concerns are addressed or
resolved. Alternative management direction responding to identified issues and concerns is included in
this chapter. Described in-depth are the alternatives consid d but elimi 1 from detailed study
(2.3.1) and alternatives considered in detail, including the Proposed Action (2.3.2). The Chapter ends
with a comparison of alternatives (2.4) providing a synopsis of the effects disclosure (Chapter 4) for
each alternative.

Chapter 3 describes the existing condition of specific resources potentially affected by the amendment.

Chapter 4 describes the effects of changing, or not, management direction which guides future project
design and implementation relative to achievement resource goals and objectives, and ultimately the
desired habitat condition. Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects for all alternatives carried for detailed
study, including no action, are discussed.
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CHAPTER 2
ALTERNATIVES

Introduction

Public Involvement
Senping
Comments Resulting From the Scoping Process

Development of Alternatives
Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed in Detail
Alternatives Considered in Detail, Including the Proposed Action
Components of the Action Alternatives
Features Common to All Action Alternatives
Alternative Descriptions

Alternative Comparisons

Chapter 2 - Alternatives ///

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes and discusses internal and external public involvement activities that have
occurred to date, issues and concerns with the Proposed Action identified through these efforts, and how
the issues and concerns were addressed or resolved. Alternative management direction responding to
identified issues and concemns are included in this chapter. Described in-depth are the alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed study (2.3.1) and alternatives considered in detail, including the
Proposed Action (2.3.2).

The purpose and need for action resulted in the development of the following questions relative to
how habitat needed to continue to support goshawk viability will be evaluated and compared in
various alternatives.

To what extent will the alternative affect goshawk population viability during the remainder
of the current planning period?

To what extent will an alternative reduce risk to loss of habitat needed to support the
currently viable population of goshawks in Utah?

How will implementation of an alterative affect management activities, and at what cost
(including social and economic costs)?

In addition, seven indicators (components) were identified in the Assessment and HCS as important
considerations in the management of the northern goshawk and will be used as the basis for deriving
management direction and compaiing alternatives. These are:

Native processes

. Forest composition

. Forest structure

Nest and post-fledgling areas

Other miscellaneous areas of concern
Treatment prioritization

Monitoring requirements

1.
2

3

4.
5;
6.
7

2.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

2.2.1 Scoping

The Intermountain Region filed a notice in the Federal Register (FR) on Sep ber 4, 1998, stating,
that in cooperation with the USDI, Bureau of Land Management and Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, the Forest Service was reviewing the latest Utah state-wide
information relating to the sustainability of habitat for northern goshawk (Northern Goshawk in Utah:
Habitat Assessment and Recommendations [Graham et al. 1999]) and the FWS 12-month finding on a
petition to list the northern goshawk (FR, June 29, 1998). This notice stated that the Intermountain
Region was proposing to amend management direction in the forest plans to incorporate interim
direction in the form of goals and objectives, desired habitat conditions, standards and guidelines, and
monitoring requirements developed in response to new scientific information concerning the
management of forested habitat for the northern goshawk and its prey in Utah. Further, it sought
information and comments from federal, state and local agencies, and other individuals and
organizations interested in or affected by the Proposed Action. Ten comment letters were received and
analyzed.
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In late December 1998, more than 2500 flyers were mailed to tribal governments, Congressional
representatives, federal, state and local agencies, and other individuals and organizations interested in or
affected by the Proposed Action. The flyer announced the project, important dates, and how to access
background information and updates, and how to submit comments. A homepage on the World Wide
Web was established February 1, 1999 (www.fs.fed.us/r4/goshawk) as well as an e-mail address
(goshawk3/r4_uinta@fs.fed.us).

The Intermountain Region posted a second notice in the FR on February 5, 1999 announcing that it was
proposing to amend management direction in specific Forest Plans. That notice also (1) described the
proposed management direction; (2) stated the desired habitat condition; (3) announced a series of open
houses to be held across Utah in February 1999; and (4) provided the location of the Internet website for
the project. At the same time, approximately 2,500 packages providing information on the Proposed
Action and soliciting comments were sent to Tribal gover ‘ongressional repr atives, federal,
state and local agencies, and other individuals and organizations interested in or affected by the
Proposed Action.

In February and March of 1999, ten open houses were held throughout Utah. Individuals attending the
open houses represented a wide variety of interests, including state, federal, and county agencies, the
Utah Congressional delegation, special interest groups, utility companies, academi fal s, and
others. Total attendance was approximately 138 people. Sessions were conducted in an open house
format to provide maximum opportunity for informal discussion between ID Team members, local

Forest Service representatives, and the public.

A total of 445 comments were received in response to scoping activities. These comments were
compiled from the ten public meetings, 88 letters, oral ¢ ts, and e-mail ¢ received
between February and April, 1999. The record of these comments is maintained at the Regional Office,
Planning, Appeals and Litigation Staff, Ogden, Utah.

2.2.2 Comments Resulting From the Scoping Process

Significant issues and themes of other concerns were identified from the comments received. The issues
provided the foundation for alternative development (see 2.3.1 and 2.3.2) and are discussed below first.
Other concerns received that were not used to generate alternatives have been grouped under common
themes and discussed following issues used to generate alternatives.

Issues Used to Generated Alternatives

« Management direction in the Proposed Action is not consi. with rec dations found in its
own science foundation and conservation strategy: not correcting these inconsistencies will likely
result in continued habitat degradation and loss of management options in the future,

Respondents called attention to inconsistencies in elements of the Proposed Action and the science it
claimed to use as its foundation (Graham et al. 1999; Reynolds et al. 1992) and HCS. In their
opinion, these inconsistencies will result in habitat degradation and loss of future management
options. The specific concerns are:

The range of percent canopy closures found in the HCS are not indicated in the Proposed Action.
Percent canopy closures are below, or could exceed, those recommended in some cover types
and habitat areas;

Nest surveys are not required prior to habitat-disturbing activities;

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter 2 - Altematives /é

~ Extreme disturbance events allowed under the full range of historic range of variation are not
desirable (i.e., landscape scale bark beetle or wildfire events);

~ Landscape must address more than just the balance of forest structure classes to
fully understand the broader context and effects of project level decisions; and

~ Effectiveness of standards and guidelines in preventing territory abandonment during habitat
disturbing activities must be emphasized in monitoring.

Alternative C responds to this issue by incorporating all of the identified factors. In addition, the
Proposed Action (Alternative B) was updated to include direction on the need to conduct nest
surveys (see 2.3.2).

The Proposed Action does not contain all the recommendations for habitat management found in the
science document used as its foundation; this will result in continued habitat degradation and loss of
future management options

Respondents identified additional habitat recommendations found in Reynolds et al.
1992 that were not included in the Proposed Action for this project. By not including these
additional recommendations respondents contend that habitat degradation will continue and
management options will be lost.

Respondents used the agency’s previous recommendations relating to goshawk habitat management
(USDA Forest Service 1995) as evidence of why these additional measures are needed.
Respondents contended that the agency already recognized the ir..portance of these additional
recommendations by including them in previous amendments; therefore, they should have been
included in the Proposed Action to amend Utah's forest plans. The specific concemns are:

~ Percent canopy closures are not differentiated between cover types or goshawk habitat area (nest,
post fledgling area (PFA) and foraging area);
Priority of slash disposal is not identified;
Road use and construction are not restricted in foraging areas;
Nest surveys are not required prior to habitat-disturbing activities;
Opening sizes are not restricted in the foraging area;
Groups of mature and old live trees are not emphasized for retention throughout territories;
Current livestock utilization requir are unchanged; and
Extreme disturbance events allowed under the full range of historic range of variation are not
desirable (i.e., landscape scale bark beetle or wildfire events).

Alternative D responds to this issue (see 2.3.2).

Use of the wrong management rec dations for g of goshawk habitat will result in
habitat degradation and loss of future management options.

Respondents noted the ongoing debate in the biological community, as well as among credible
agencies, on how habitat for the goshawk and its prey should be r ged. Credible agencies such as
Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) and the USDI's Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS
Region 2, Arizona and New Mexico), professional societies such as The Wildlife Society, biologists
such as Crocker-Bedford and Chaney (1988) with published documents relating to raptors, and other
individuals claiming expertise in areas of habitat management, were cited. The debate brought
forward varied from questioning the sufficiency of different aspects of the Graham et al. (1999) and
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Reynolds et al. (1992) recommendations for management of habitat for goshawk and its prey to the
scale at which the recommendations should be applied. The specific concerns are:

Percent canopy closures are inadequate and will not provide for the needs of the goshawk and its
prey;

Existing mature and old forest is key to preserving management options: it should not be treated
or only minimally; human disturbance should be minimized, if not eliminated, in mature and old
forest groups/patches within landscapes;

Open understories are not needed or desirable in the older forest structural classes; inadequate
understory cover cou'd be adverse to prey habitat.

Allowance for use o non-native species in management activities will contribute to habitat
degradation;

The full range of native disturbance processes should be allowed; goshawks and their prey have
evolved with extreme events;

Some scientists, such as those who completed a review of the Reynolds’ et al. ( 1992)
recommendations for The Wildlife Society (Braun et. al. 1996), generally agree with the
concepts in the Reynolds’ recommendations, but question their broad application and
recommend further research to test the effectiveness of the Reynolds recommendations. They
believe implementation should move at a slower pace until some of the premises of the
Reynolds’ recommendations are verified through monitoring.

Alternative E responds to all items under this issue. See 23.2.

Management activities should concentrate on maintenance of at-risk habitat areas to provide for the
greatest opportunity to minimize any further degradation of habitat, and loss of management options

Some respondents believe that projects should be prioritized to first treat landscapes where systems
are functioning-at-risk, relative to desired habitat conditions for goshawk and its prey. Respondents
believe that by treating these areas first, the greatest benefits to goshawk will be gained, and the
lowest risk of losing currently functioning suitable habitat will be realized.

Alternative F responds to this issue, see 2.3.2.

If current goshawk habitat is sufficient, then additional exemption areas should be added to minimize
impacts to other uses; conversely, areas such as wilderness should not be exempted because the two
uses are compatible.

Some respondents wrote that the basis for exempting certain areas may not be sound, and is not
justified. While some respondents suggested that some areas, such as wilderness, should not be
exempted, others believe no area should be exempt. And a third segment suggest that lands
designated as suitable timber lands should be added to the exemptions.

An alternative responding to this issue was considered but dropped from detailed analysis. See
discussion in 2.3.1. However, a statement was added to the discussion of exemption areas (common
1o all alternatives, 2.3.2) which states: "When the direction adopted for management of goshawk
habitat does not conflict with the primary use in the exemption area, it will be applied."

All currently identified roadless and undeveloped areas should be maintained to minimize any
further disturbance to habitat for goshawk and its prey; minimizing disturbance is key to preventing
further habitat degradation.

Some respondents believed this project provided an opportunity to designate more wilderness and/or
change management area prescriptions within identified roadless areas on national forests to
preserve their roadless and undcvelopec. character. Retention of these areas in their current condition
was needed to help reduce risk to further habitat degradation and loss of management options.

An alternative responding to this issue was considered but dropped from detailed analysis, see 2.3.1.

Due to the far-ranging nature of the northern goshawk. to properly address needs for providing
sufficient habitat to support a viable population of goshawks other national forests with lands in
Utah, as well as other national forests outside Utah, should be included in this amendment process.

While some respondents commended the Forest Service for their work in providing connected
corridors within each of the six national forests involved in the amendment process, they questioned
why the limitation. They believed there was a need for connectivity across landscapes throughout
the state and throughout neighboring states in order to truly provide for adequate habitat,
recruitment, and migration to nesting sites.

An alternative responding to this issue was considered but dropped from detailed analysis, see 2.3.1.

Concerns which were not determined to raise significant issues:

Add long-term monitoring to monitoring plan. The value of establishing long-term monitoring
processes to further understanding of goshawk population trends and prey availability is recognized,
but is outside the identified purpose and need of this amendment. Some of the suggested monitoring
was also research level monitoring and is outside the scope of this project. Though data collected
during the life of this amendment could add to data sets that will be used to assess long term trends,
this data will not contribute to maintaining or restoring habitat needed to support the currently viable
goshawk population during the interim period. Nor is the establishment of this long-term monitoring
needed to retain habitat management options that could, again, be considered during forest plan
revision.

However, population data is proposed to be collected through monitoring activities under each action
alternative which will contribute to long-term data sets to evaluate trends. The data proposed for
collection is as outlined in the HCS.

Leave homes (nest sites) for the goshawk, but still use timber harvest to remove forest habitat as
needed to support timber industry. One respondent suggested that direction be designed to harvest
the timber but leave abundant "homes" for the hawks. The suggestion was to require those who cut
timber to leave goshawk homes. Homes were described as “strategically placed or located hollow
trees” with holes drilled. Or, if this was not an adequate "home," the Forest Service could design a
better home.

A "home" includes more than just a location for a nest. It must provide all the components for which
the goshawk needs to reproduce, grow, competitively hunt, and provide habitat for the prey on which
it feeds. The proposed management direciion provides for all the components the agency believes is
needed for a "home" to support northern goshawks in Utah.

Adjust snag and down woody guideline to follow recommendations /~om other studies. Tv.0
respondents referred to a study done by Kennedy (1989) which recommenled that 4 snags per acre
be maintained near goshawk nest sites in the Jemez Mountains of New Mexico. One of these
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respondents also discussed recommendations from Bull et al. (1997) that recommended 4.8 snags
(>10 inches DBH) per acre in ponderosa pine forests, and in mixed conifer as many as 48 per acres.
This respondent also felt the recommended 3-5 down logs per acre was to few.

Recommendations in the Proposed Action were developed from the best information available for
Utah at the current time. Bull, Kennedy, Reynolds and Graham all recognize that limited
information is available to determine exact snag or down log densities in Utah or Arizona/New
Mexico. All these researchers’ recommendations are based on the limited information available for
the habitats they are working with. Future monitoring and research will help validate current
recommendations and may result in changes in the future.

Adjust guidelines for aspen and lodgepole pine (LPP) forests to require that they be managed for
small openings as described for other forest cover types in alternatives

The proposed direction calls for following current direction for aspen and LPP in goshawk home
ranges. Current forest plan direction allows for openings up to 40 acres.

Respondents believe that allowing openings of the size di d above will degrade habitat
important to goshawk and its prey in aspen and lodgepole cover types. Thus habitat will not be
maintained as needed to support the currently viable goshawk population, nor will management
options be retained. They felt that opening size in aspen and lodgepole forests should be consistent
with open sizes described for ponderosa pine, mixed conifer and spruce/fir forests addressed in the
Reynolds et al. (1992) recommendations.

Unlike the forests addressed in the Reynolds et al. (1992) r dations, r ging aspen and
lodgepole forests through use of small openings (i.e., 1/2 acre to 4 acres) will not be within the
historic range of variation (HRV) for these types. Managing for disturbance patterns and intensity
levels that are outside HRV will put sustainability of these cover types at risk. The likelihood of
events occurring that may degrade habitat for the goshawk and its prey becomes hlgher and less
predictable when ging outside HRV. Managing for conditions (i.e., opening sizes, etc.) that
are within HRV is our best indicator of what is sustainable (USDA 1999).

Direction to protect habitat for the goshawk and its prey should not be lost in a trade-off with
resource outputs. A concern was voiced that the direction needed to maintain species viability will
lose out to a trade-off in resource outputs. Many of these respondents voiced the opinion that the
proposed management direction was simply a justification for continuing commercial timber harvest.

The effects on habitat as it pertains to resource outputs and services are disclosed in Chapter 4.

Consider the full economic and social effects of a change in management direction especially in
light of other recent policies and pending changes. Respondents from rural communities voiced
concern that the analysis and decision will not consider the affect on other resources, especially
timber and range management, along with the affect on communities and families dependent on the
use of related resources. They feared that new direction will result in a shut-down of activities,
which will not only have a detrimental effect on forest health, but also have a direct effect on their
jobs and life-style. They believed this proposed change, in combination with other recent or pending
changes (i.e., interim roads policy, future long term roads policy, formal and informal policies for
roadless areas, lynx strategy) could be devastating.

The social and economic effects are disclosed in Chapter 4.
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o An EIS is needed. Some respondents felt an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should be

prepared for an of this magnitude, especially considering the debate in the scientific
community on how to retain habitat for the northern goshawk and its prey.

Based on a review of information available at this point in the process and the "severity of impact”
that this proposal will have to items identified in regulations at 40 CFR §1508.27, the Regional
Forester believes that an Environmental Assessment (EA) and its corresponding Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) is appropriate. Included with this document is a draft FONSI.
Comments received on these documents during the 60-day comment period will be used by the
Regional Forester in making a final decision on the level of documentation needed to disclose effects
and make a decision. The rationale for continuing with an EA and Decision Notice/FONSI, or
moving to disclosure under an EIS with a Record of Decision, will be included in the decision
document.

Prospective vs. retroactive application of management direction. As described in the scoping
package, the direction will be prospective only. That is, it will only apply to future projects for
which decisions have yet to be made. Responsible officials will not be required to revisit decisions
on completed projects to be consi with the amend: Some respond identified current
projects that are in the planning stages, or for which a recent decision has been issued, that are likely
to impact habitat for the goshawk and its prey because of the type of treatments proposed, the extent
of areas impacted or the spatial location. Respondents believed that allowing these activities to
proceed may result in loss of options for habitat management that could be considered during forest
plan revision.

Projects with decisions made prior to completion of this project underwent the NEPA process,
including environmental analysis and completion of a Biological Evaluation (BE), disclosing effects
to the goshawk (if applicable) based on the best information available at the time.

In an October 13, 1992, letter, the Intermountain Regional Forester recc ded that forests use the
M Rec dations for the Northern Goshawk in the Southwestern United States
(Rcynolds et al., 1992) as important information to be considered along with other goshawk and
ecosystem management information that may be available for their specific habitat types. Also, the
Regional Forester directed that all forests having potential goshawk habitat ensure that adequate
goshawk surveys are undertaken to identify any goshawk occupancy of the area prior to
implementation of a habitat disturbing action. A second letter (August 2, 1993) directed forests to
use a formal goshawk survey protocol tailored to meet Regional needs as well as continue to draw
from the intent of the Reynolds et al. (1992) 2! rec dations and other pertinent
information until an and manag strategy is developed specific to the needs of
Region 4.

Need for further public review. Many respondents felt strongly that they should ha\e an opportunity
to review the alternatives and effects of alternatives dc d in the envir

They have come to expect this under current regulations at 36 CFR §215 which govern project-level
analyses. This project falls under forest planning regulations (36 CFR §217). While these
regulations do not require a public notice and comment period for an environmental assessment, this
distinction is not recognized and/or accepted by the public.

In response to this concern, a 60-day review and comment period of the Environmental Assessment
is provided. Comments received will be used by the deciding officer to make a more informed
decision.
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I[\;{;ﬁe specific information conceming public involvement is included in the project record (Exhibit

2.3 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

The ID Team held several team meetings to review the significant issues identified during the internal
scoping and public involvement participation activities. Using a process that addressed both agency and
public issues, the ID Team developed a range of preliminary alternatives. Of these, six were carried
through a detailed analysis process (2.3.2), and three alternatives were eliminated from further study for
various reasons (2.3.1).

2.3.1 Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed In Detail

e All currently identified roadless and undeveloped areas should be maintained to minimize any
Jfurther disturbance to kabitat for goshawk and its prey; minimizing disturbance is key to preventing
Jfurther habitat degradation. Some respondents thought this project afforded them an opportunity to

designate more wild and/or chang area prescriptions within identified roadless
areas on national forests to preserve their roadless and undeveloped character. Elimination of all
mining, cattle grazing, logging, road construction and obliteration of existing roads is outside the
scope of this project, and it is not consistent with the Forest Service mission, "To sustain the health,
productivity and diversity of the land to meet the needs of present and future generations" (GPRA,
1999). Providing for these outputs and services within the capability of the available resources is
important to furthering that mission. Further, it is not needed to meet the purpose and need for this
project. Therefore, alternatives including these items were considered but dropped from detailed
study. However, wilderness and roadless area allocations will be reviewed and considered during
forest plan revision.

If current goshawk habitat is sufficient then additional exemption areas should be added to minimize
impacts to other uses; conversely, areas such as wilderness should not b¢ exempted because the two
uses are compatible Alternatives excluding all exemptions and one that added all suitable timber
lands were considered and d d, as di d below.

PP

Of the total 8.1 million acres of NFS lands within the six Utah National Forests affected by this
proposal, 1.2 million acres, or 15%, are exempt. Of the 1.2 million acres exempt, 65% is in category
1 (wilderness) and 11% is in category 2 (other Congressionally or Administratively-designated
areas). Acres in both of these categories are likely to continue to provide habitat for goshawk, as
described below. Current forest plan direction and lations for 8 of these areas are not
inconsistent with achievement of the desired habitat condition.

A point of clarification. There appears to be a misund ding about the ption areas,
especially the wildemess area exemption. An exemption from applying direction from this
amendment does not mean an area will not provide habitat, or in some cases continue to provide
habitat, in the future. For example, designated wilderness areas on NFS lands in Utah will likely

inue to provide suitable habitat for goshawk b 2 direction for wildemness areas
is generally consistent with thc needs of the gnchawk.

The remaining 292,000 acres in p gories 3,4 and 5 ( d ion use and
development, urban interface areas, and mining/special use permits) represent less than 4% of the
total 8.1 million acres. Generally, these areas have been heavily manipulated already to meet their
intended purpose and will not provide any more or less habitat value to goshawks than they currently
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nrovide over the life of this amendment. Essentially, over the short time period of this amendment
there is little the agency could do in these areas to improve habitat. Also, the Assessment
determined that sufficient amounts of habitat currently exist in Utah to support a viable goshawk
population; thus, restoration of these acres is not needed to meet the purpose and need for this
project.

Conversely, adding a category which exempts all suitable timber lands is not consistent with the
purpose and need for this amendment. Exempting these lands, which is where the majority of
suitable habitat occurs, will not provide reasonable assurances that sufficient amounts of habitat
needed to support viable populations of goshawks in Utah will be maintained.

As stated previously (FR, February 5, 1999), ging these pt areas consi with current
management direction is important to meeting other goals and objectives in the forest plan and the
basis for the proposed exemption areas (2.3.2) is still sound. Managing these areas pursuant to
current management direction will not result in the loss of habitat needed to support viable
populations of goshawks in Utah nor reduce options for habitat management that could be
considered during revision. Further disclosure of the effects of these exclusions is in Chapter 4.

Include other national forests with lands in Utah, as well as other national forests outside Utah, in
this amendment process. This action was initiated to amend forest plans in Utah, as needed, to
provide reasonable assurance that management options that could be considered in forest plan
revision or subsequent amendment processes for the six Utah National Forests were retained. The
foundation for preserving options is primarily based on retaining current habitat connections in Utah.
While some respondents commended the Forest Service for their work in providing connected
corridors within each of the six national forests involved in the amendment process, they questioned
why the limitation. They believed there was a need for connectivity across landscapes throughout
the state and throughout neighboring states in order to truly provide for adequate habitat,
recruitment, and migration to nesting sites. This was considered but dropped from detailed study.

The habitat assessment was completed for the State of Utah, only. The amendment was based on
information found within this assessment. Therefore this amendment only addressed national forests
with the majority of lands within Utah.

Further, the HCS states, "The scientific ittee p ly evaluating the need to change future
National Forest System planning regulati quated species viability with self sustaining
populations (Committee of Scientists Report, 1998 DRAFT). It is our professional judgement based
on home range sizes of goshawks and recent population viability analysis (PVA) literature that a
large scale is required to identify a self ining population b of the far-ranging nature of the
goshawk. The State of Utah is one of the scales at which population viability analysis and
determinations may be appropriate. It is our belief that the use of the state scale (i.e., its aggregation
of landscapes) to conduct a habitat based analysis for PV A will provide us with the information
needed to understand the different ecological processes that influence the life histories of this
far-ranging, broadly distributed species.” (Utah NFs et al. 1998)

National forests in surrounding states are in the process of developing strategies for goshawk habitat
management through other integrated resource efforts. Idaho’s NFs are responding to the needs of
the goshawk through the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) and
ongoing, or completed, forest plan revision efforts. Wyoming and Colorado have initiated the
phase for goshawk habitat; findings from the will determine their next step.
Arizona and New Mexico have completed amendments to all forest plans relative to habitat needs
for the goshawk (USDA Forest Service 1995). Nevada is addressing the needs of the goshawk, in
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part, through the on-oing broad scale assessment referred to as the Sierra Nevada Framework
Project. All efforts are drawing from the same base of scientific data, where applicable.

There was also a specific question of why the Caribou and Sawtooth NFs were not included in the
Utah effort. While these Forests include small amounts of acreage within Utah, the majority of their
acreage is in Idaho. And, they are actively in forest plan revision as well as being a part of the
ongoing ICBEMP. In addition, the Graham et al. Assessment (1999) did not classify lands in Utah
within the administrative boundaries of the Caribou or Sawtooth NFs as high or optimum habitat at
the current time, though some acres were considered suitable habitat. Habitat had to be rated as
high or optimum to be integral to maintaining habitat connectivity at the present time. Based on
these findings in the Assessment (ibid.), and the fact that these forests are actively engaged in forest
plan revision, they were not inciuded in this dment pi along with Utah’s NFs.

There was no identified need to include additional national forests with lands in Utah or outside Utah
to preserve options for management direction that the six Utah National Forests may want to
consider during forest plan revision or subseq dment pr Based on the efforts and
findings discussed above as well as budget, personnel, and time constraints, the Intermountain
Regional Forester limited the scope of this project to the six Utah National Forests identified in the
purpose and need.

2.3.2. Alternatives Considered In Detail, Including The Proposed Action

Described below are the specific features of the six alternatives (including the No Action Alternative)
that respond to the issues (2.2.2) as well as the purpose and need (1.3.1 and 1.3.2, respectively).

Comp of the all ives as well as features common to all alternatives precede alternative
description summaries. For a detailed description of proposed management direction in each alternative
refer to Appendix A; refer to Appendix B for the monitoring plan associated with each alternative.

nen rnatives - The proposed management direction will apply to all
forested habitats on the affected national forests except as exempted (see "Features Common to All
Action Alternatives"). Seven categories of g direction/requir ts have been developed.
These management direction categories are:

1. Native processes. This category applies to all aspects of a goshawk home rangel. Natural
disturbances (i.e., fire, insects, disease and wind) are integral processes in many systems.
Species like the goshawk and its prey have evolved in response to environmental changes
triggered by disturbance. Restoring or mimicing these disturbances is one of the best indicators
of ecological inability, includi ini lations of goshawks (Graham et al. 1999;
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Utah NFs et al.1998; USDA Forest Service 1998).

. Forest composition. This category applies to all aspects of a goshawk home range. Forest
composition focuses on the importance of seral species and native species in landscape diversity.
Landscape diversity is the variety of plant iti luated at the landscape level
(including their identity, distribution, juxtaposition, and seral stage). The diversity of plant
species present within a landscape, especially seral and native species, can have a profound
influence on the resiliency of a system and the ability of a system to renew or maintain and
propagate itself after disturbance. The continuing productivity of an ecological system, including
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category will apply.
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its ability to produce desirable outputs such as habitat for goshawk and its prey, depends upon
potential renewal (ibid.).

. Forest structure. This category applies to all aspects of a goshawk home range. Alternatives
address biolcgical landscape structural attributes (i.e., vegetative structural stage, snags, down
logs and woody debris, and canopy closure) important to habitat for the goshawk and its prey.
The sizes, shapes, pattems, and connectivity of these habitat attributes all influence the ability of
the goshawk and its prey to exist in landscapes (Graham et al. 1999; Utah NFs et al. 1998;
Reynolds et al. 1992).

. Nest and post-fledgling areas only. This category applies only to non-exempt forested acres
within defined nest and post-fledgling areas. Direction provides additional
requirements/guidance specifically designed to sustain nest and post-fledgling areas (ibid.).

. Other miscellaneous areas of concern. Some alternatives provide a mix of additional direction
addressing other areas of concern that may be important to sustaining habitat for the goshawk
and its prey. When management direction is included in this category, it applies to all aspects of
a goshawk home range, all forested acres except as exempted. Alternatives address items such as
road disturbance, grazing practices, and the need to do landscape assessments to provide context
for future project design and implementation (Graham et al. 1999; Utah NFs et al. 1998;
Reynolds et al. 1992; Arizona Game and Fish 1993; Braun et al. 1996; conservation biologist for
Forest Guardians and Southwest Center for Biological Diversity).

. Treatment prioritization. Alternative F specifically addresses the importance of providing
direction to prioritize treatments in areas requiring restoration or areas at high risk to being
lost or degraded for the remainder of the current planning period. Management direction is
applied to all aspects of a goshawk home range (Graham et al. 1999).

. Monitoring Requirements. Key features in any adaptive management strategy are
implementation monitoring and, to a lesser extent, effectiveness monitoring; validation
monitoring is not addressed. The short-term nature of this direction (remainder of the current
planning period) will not allow for meaningful validation monitoring. Monitoring is
incorporated into all alternatives, but will not be used to compare alternatives. Monitoring
associated with this proposal does not preclude established monitoring efforts by the
individual national forests (Utah NFs et al. 1998).

Features C All Action Alternativ
Desired Habitat Condition: The Assessment (Graham et al. 1999) states that all forested landscapes in

Utah are p ly suitable as goshawk habitat for some portion of their life cycle. Forested landscapes
i d by coniferous and aspen forest; but not woodlands such as

pinyon-juniper.

In general, when forested landscapes of Utah are in a properly functioning condition (USDA Forest
Service 1998) they will provide excellent habitat for the goshawk and its prey (Graham et al. 1999).
Desired habitat attributes important to the home range of the goshawk and its prey, as stated in the HCS,
include :

1. Diverse forest cover types with strong representation of early seral tree species dominate the
landscape.
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. High quality habitat patches that are no more than 60 miles apart, preferably less than 20 miles
apart, exist throughout landscapes (| d habitat).

. Forested landscapes have 40% of the coniferous land area and 30% of the aspen Iapd area
dominated by large trees (older vegetative structural stages (VSS) 5 and 6), well dlstnbptod.
Large trees are defined based on the average size of trees found in the area and by the site

tential.
4. ;abims for prey and other iated species are p to meet their needs as described by
Reynolds el al. 1992 and Graham et al. 1999 (e.g., snags, down woody, cover, etc.).
5. A variety of structural stages as recommended by Reynolds et al. (1992) are present.

A balance of structural stages across the landscape is needed to ensure the larger structural stages are
sustained over time. Tree densities in the smaller structural stages should promote accelera_tcd tree
growth into the larger structural stages and maintain crown develop important to meeting desired
canopy closures in the larger stages. Outside of nest areas, there should be open understories in the
larger structural stages with trees irregularly spaced (Reynolds et al. 1992; Graham et al. 1999).

Nesting habitat is an ial p of goshawk home range. With the associated postjﬂedgling
family area, it contributes to habitat ivity across landscapes and the continuous recruitment of

hawks into the population (Graham et al. 1999). Both habitat ivity and c« )
recruitment are important comp for ining viable populations of the northern goshawk in
Utah. Thus, it is desirable to have nesting habitat and the associated post-fledgling areas
well-distributed within and across forested landscapes. Desired nest area habitat varies ﬁpm the overall
home range habitat in that it typically occurs in older-aged stands that have a higher density of large
trees, high tree canopy cover, and higher understory tree density.

To und d relationships of these desired habitat conditions they must be viewed in scales at tens of

thousands of acres or larger. Scales greater than hundreds of thousands of acres are too large to ensure
that desired habitat connectivity attributes are sufficiently distributed.

Where the Proposed Management Direction Will and Will Not Be Applied: The proposed
management direction will apply to NFS lands within the Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-LaSal,
Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache NFs found within the State of Utah, with small portions of these forests
in Wyoming and Colorado.

This direction will apply to forested habitats found within the approximately 8.1 mil_lion acres of_
National Forest System lands within the six Utah National Forest identified, except in the following
areas:

1. Designated wilderness areas;
2. Administratively or Congressionally designated areas with a defined purpose (e.g., Research
Natural Areas, National Recreation Areas, etc.);
. Areas currently ged or all d for d ion use and development (does not
include ski resorts; ski resorts included under category #5 below); )
. National Forest System lands that are significantly influenced by lands in other ownership (e.g.,
high use urban interface areas); or, -
. Areas allocated for leasable mineral activities in current forest plans2, areas under existing
special use permits (includes ski resorts) which allow vegetative disturbance or treatments

IA Allocated for Mineral Activisies under & Forest Plan: Arcas designated by existing Forest Plans with management emphasis on mineral activities.
Fw’:-# TﬁzhﬁmMM(M“WMDQMM-MMNMH"MMMfxnlmcuulov
and ar i managed for leasable mineral activities.
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(vegetation will be ged to meet the intent of the permit), or current administrative site uses
and development.

In these areas, current forest plan direction will still apply. However, when the direction adopted for
management of goshawk habitat through this amendment does not conflict with the primary use in the
exemption area, it will be applied. Refer to Table 1 for acres by forest and exemption area.

While the direction adopted in this d will only be applied when it does not conflict with the
primary use of an area, the contribution of these areas to ining habitat comp for the goshawk
and its prey are still important and will be analyzed and evaluated through the land p

process. For example, areas such as wilderness may provide suitable goshawk habitat which may
influence how habitat attributes in areas outside the wilderness are managed through time. However,
vegetation in the wilderness is managed to meet the goals of the wilderness resource which may or may
not be contrary to suitable goshawk habitat.

Areas where the proposed direction will and will not apply (#1-5 above) are shown on Maps | through 7
in Appendix C, when of sufficient size to be mapped. Due to the small size of some areas included
under #5, all areas are not shown on the attached map. Examples of these types of areas include existing
electronic sites, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) sites, research plots, and some utility corridors
and rights-of-way.

In addition to areas defined in #1-5 above, any valid, prior existing rights on NFS lands will not be
affected by this d Also, Ic ble, mineral material or leasable mineral activities and
facilities3 that have been authorized for such use under existing plans, licenses or permits?, or have been
leased or authorized for leasing’ prior to the decision date of this amendment, will not be affected by
this amendment. Restrictions required on mineral activities in these situations must be i with
the mining laws, lease rights, and existing lease stipulations. Leasable mineral uses and activities that
will not be affectad include both on and off-lease activities and facilitiesé reasonably required to
exercise rights granted by the mineral leases. However, appropriate measures will be taken to protect
goshawk habitat and nesting activity to the extent agreed to by the lessee, permittee, or operator and/or
within the legal authorities of the responsible agencies.

’Mwuﬁ--undnﬂ: Those activities and facilities needed to reasonably explore for and produce locatable and leasable minerals and mineral
m-uiahmuu!vnmd\:nymmdbynphofovu-mmlnm.lmmrq\murwuuehm.m.mlmm.
conditions, and stipulations.
‘H-uwhvﬂ,inw Areas where plans, licenses or permits have already been approved or issued for mineral related activities. They will include the
permit areas for mines, oil and gas fields, oil and gas exploratory and P wells, pr y jon activities such as geophysical surveys, as
well as ancillary facilities within or outside of existing leases, inchuding (but not limited o) access roads, sediment ponds, staging or office facilities,
Areas Authorized for Leasing: Amitwmilamllasand!bumnlhwudndfwwddbhemtbklmyﬁrlﬂsm‘hymr
Forest Service prior to the date of the Goshawk decision. This does not include all areas potentiality available for mineral leasing under Forest Plans
‘Wuﬂﬂnwnmmm»:w This will include such activities and facilities within or outside of existing lecases
necessary 10 exercise pre-existing rights granted by a lease and subject 1o existing lease terms, conditions, and stipulations They will include
and jon facilities, ion of existing Forest Service roads for access to leasew/facilities, and construction of new
access/transportation facilities (roads, pipelines, powerlines).
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Table 1: Acres by forest and exemnption category

Ashley

Total
National
Forest
Acres
(millions)

Acres
(Millions) and
Percent of
Total Acres
Direction Will

Apply

0.9 -- 70%

Total Acres
(Millions)
and Percent
of Total
Acres

0.4 -- 30%

Acres Direction will not appl

#1
Wildemness

#2
i.e., RNAs,
NRAsS, etc.

acres rounded to thousands

#3
Developed
Recreation’

#4
Urban
Interface

Dixie

1.8 -- 94%

0.1 - 6%

Fishlake

1.4 -- 96%

0.1 -4%

Manti-
Lasal

1.2 -- 94%

0.1 -- 6%

Uinta

0.8 -- 88%

0.1 -- 12%

Wasatch-
Cache

Totals

0.8 -- 64%

6.9 -- 85%

0.4 - 36%

1.2 - 15%

Trotal Forest acres i

Tudes both fi

e d. Though recent Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) work has
including woodland), there is no data set currently available to spatially tic this data set to locations on the ground. GAP data was considered for this purpose, but based on reviews was determined not to be accurate
enough for addressing location information of items in categories 3.4 and 5; and marginal in categories 1 and 2. GAP data was intended to be used at the state scale; use at smaller scales has mixed results. Therefore,

d that approx

direction relates to any forested acres found outside exemption arcas within the total 6.9 million acres it will be applied to.

ty 3.9 million acres of the total 8.1 million acres are forested (not

‘li-h:hduskimmm. Several special use permit arcas are of small spatial area and highly dispersed. [t is impractical to map these small special use areas at the scale of maps contained in Appendix C and
forestwide mapping of these arcas is still being developed; therefore they are not included on these maps. However, these arcas are in the acreage calculation in Table | based on acres estimated under permit. Refer the
special uses section in chapter 3 and 4 of this document (3.5.6 and 4.5 6, respectively) for a discussions relating to this subject.

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter 2 - Alternatives Page 2-15

Ay




The proposed direction will not apply in areas 1-5 above, or relative to existing uses or rights discussed,
because:

+ the forested habitats in these areas are managed for other purposes as defined by current policy,
permits or regulations; or,

o the existing use permitted under the current forest plan will not always allow for the management
of habitat as outlined in the proposed management direction; or

+ the degree of influence resulting from adjacent lands in other ownership may preclude
appli -ation of this direction.

Managing these areas consistent with current management direction and allowing for uses discussed
above is important to meeting other goals and objectives in the forest plan. Doing so will not result in
the loss of sufficient habi! .; needed to support the currently viable population of goshawks in the State
of Utah (refer to Chapter 4, section 4.3.2).

Application of Management Direction: The management direction in the selected alternative will
only apply prospectively, i.e., to proj for which there has not been a decision document issued
prior to the effective date of this .mendment.

4. r

Alternative Descriptions - Each alternative di ion below izes the issues and
the key factors that differentiates it from other alternatives. Appendix A contains the detailed
management direction for each alternative in table format. The table assigns each goal, objective,

dard, and guideline a unique ber (ID). The format is: Goal - "G-# of goal”; Objective -
"O-# of objectne"; standard - "s-# of standard"; and, guideline - "g-# of guideline. Appendix B
contains monitoring requirements associated with each alternative in table format. The table in
Appendix B assigns each monitoring requi a unique ber (ID); format is "m-# of
monitoring requirement”. Following the alternative discussions, Table 2 provides a quick view of
what goals, objectives, standards, guidelines and monitoring requirements are included in each
alternative for a quick comparison.

Alternative A: This is the current management alternative, No Action. This alternative continues the
current management direction; goals, objectives, standards and guidelines in each forest plan.
Individual projects are evaluated by current NEPA and NFMA requnrcmcnts No specific Iundscape
analyses are required. Since the goshawk is designated a sensitive species in the Inter

Region, biological evaluations (BEs) will continue to be prepared for all projects to disclose any
potential impacts.

This alternative responds to those that questioned the need t» change management direction given the
current good condition of the goshawk populations in Utah. For a more complete description of how
current forest plan direction provides for the habitat needs of the northern goshawk (as described in the
HCS (Utah NFs et al. 1998) and the Assessment [Graham et al. 1999]), refer to the SIRs completed by
the Ashley (10/30/98), Dixie (10/28/98), Fishlake (12/16/98), Manti-LaSal (1/29/99), Uinta (12/8/98)
and Wasatch-Cache (11/9/98) National Forests (Project Record, Exhibit K)

As part of the No Action alternative, the Regional Forester will require the establishment of a statewide
monitoring strategy with the State of Utah and other interested agency partners. This will not require an
amendment to the six Utah National Forest plans. Statewide habitat and population monitoring
strategies will provide for:

+ Habitat Monitoring: This will be done to track changes in goshawk habitat over time.
Within one year following the decision for this action, the Intermountain Region will
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establish a monitoring protocol with the State of Utah for tracking changes in suitable
goshawk habitat across the State. The processes used in Graham et al. (1999) for assessing
habitat quality, quantity and connectivity at the state scale will be used.

Population Monitoring: Concurrent with habitat monitoring, the Intermountain Region will
establish a monitoring protocol with the State of Utah for tracking changes in identified goshawk
territory occupancy. Territory occupancy data currently collected and analyzed at the national
forest level will be shared with the UDWR for aggregation and analysis at larger scales,
including the State.

Results from these monitoring efforts will be used, in part, to:
+ assess impacts of management activities across interagency boundaries;
« continue to assess and refine what role NFS lands play in maintaining habitat needed to
support viable goshawk populations in Utah; and
+ the need to change management direction at some future date.

Alternative B (Proposed Action): This is the alternative proposed by the Forest Service in response to
the project’s purpose and need and released for public review and comment on February 5, 1999 (FR,
Vol. 64, No. 24, pgs 5758-5764). The Proposed Action provides reasonable assurance that key habitat
elements at greatest risk to change during the life of this amcndmem will be maintained on areas
affected by management, as well as provxdmg greater i g of the habitat elements
across all six Utah National Forests. A series of goal statements deplcl the desired condition of habitat
elements that pertain to the maintenance of goshawk habitat over time.

The key elements of the Proposed Action are:

1. It allows the design and implementation of actions which mimic the variability in size, intensity,
and frequency of native disturbance regimes within the full historic range of variation, including
extreme events.

. Direction addresses the importance of using native plant species and provide for a full range of
seral stages in forest cover types within landscapes.

. Direction is also provided that addresses the importance of sustaining mature and old structures
in the landscape and that landscap must be completed to describe existing structural
conditions and determine opportunities to move toward desired structural habitat conditions.

. Additional direction for protection of nest and post fledgling areas (PFA) is also provided. This
includes requirements for pre-project territory occupancy surveys | year prior to activity, 2 years
preferred. These surveys are essential and have been regional policy since 1993.

A clarification of the guideline (g-2/) concerning restrictions on permitted human uses in active nest
areas makes it clear that the restricted permitted human uses are only those for which the Forest Service
issues permits; and, clarifies that permitted livestock grazing is not affected.

Four areas are to be monitored: (1) Goshawk Territory Occupancy (m-1); (2) Goshawk Habitat
Connecuwty and the relatxonsh:p of mature and old forests to habitat diversity (m-3); (3) Snag

and its relati to habitat diversity (m-4); and, (4) Down Woody Material and its
relauonshxp to habitat diversity (m 5).

Alternative C: This alternative responds to those that said "Management direction found in the Proposed
Action is not consistent with recommendations found in its own science foundation and conservation
strategy; not correcting these inconsistencies will likely result in continued habitat degradation and loss
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of management options in the future.” Similar to the Proposed Action, this alternative provides
reasonable assurance that key habitat elements at greatest risk to change during the life of this

dment will be maintained on areas affected by management, as well as providing for consistency in
management of the habitat elements across all six Utah NFs. A series of goal statements depict the
desired condition of habitat elements that pertain to the maintenance of properly functioning habitat over
time.

The key clements in this alternative that differ from the Proposed Action (Alternative B) are:

. Guideline g-1 was modified (g-2) to make it clear that the desire to work within disturbance
events characteristic of HRV will be as defined by PFC (refer to Appendix D); this means
landscape scale disturbance events are not desired.

. Goal G-3 was modified (G-4) to reflect the desire to maintain str in landscape patterns
that are within HRV as defined by PFC.

. Goal G-7 was modified (G-8) to reflect the desire to maintain clumps of trees with
interlocking branches/crowns to achieve desired canopy closures.

. Guideline g-13 was modified (g-15) to direct that density of tree clumps in stands be used to
achieve canopies and that it was desired to have a range of densities to achieve canopy
closures versus a minimum as described in Alternative B.

. A guideline (g-33) was added concemning the need to do landscape assessments for more than
just balance of forest structure classes.

The four monitoring requirements in Alternative B (m-1; m-3; m-4; m-5) are included. In addition,
a monitoring requi is included which requires post-vegetative treatment goshawk territory
occupancy surveys, m-2. Requirement m-2 will assess the effectiveness of standards and

Aol 1

g in preventing territory ab

Alternative D: This alternative responds to the issue that "The Proposed Action does not contain g/l the
recommendations for habitat g found in the sci de used as its foundation; this
will result in continued habitat degradation and loss of future management options.” This alternative
provides direction similar to Alternative B and C, but adds additional and more prescriptive direction
developed from recommendations identified in Reynolds et al. (1992) as important to the maintenance
and enhancement of goshawk habitat over the long term.

The key elements in this alternative that differ from the Proposed Action (Alternative B) are:

. Guideline g-1 was modified (g-2) to make it clear that the desire to work within disturbance
events characteristic of HRV will be as defined by PFC (refer to Appendix D); this means
landscape scale disturbance events are not desired;

. The same two goals modified in Alternative C are included in this alternative (G-4 and G-8);

. A more prescriptive canopy closure guideline was added (g-16) that differentiates between cover
types and goshawk habitat area (nest, PFAs and foraging area);

. A guideline was added (g-12) which prioritizes slash disposal treatments that should be used;

. Two guidelines were added (g-31 and g-32) to manage road use and development throughout all
habitat areas (the Proposed Action only restricted this in active nest sites and PFAs);

. A standard was added (s-7) which requires 2 years of nest surveys prior to habitat-disturbing
activities;

. A guxdchne was added (g-8) which restricted opening sizes (1-4 acres) resulting from

hroughout all habitat areas except in aspen and lodgepole cover types
(the Proposed Action only restricted this in active nest sites and PFAs);

3

. Two standards were added (s-3 and s-4) requiring retention of groups of mature and old live trees
throughout territories;

. An ungulate grazing guideline was added (g-27) that includes a single average and maximum
utilization standard for forage (20% and 40%, respectively) and shrubs (40% and 60%,
respectively) on the six Utah National Forests;

10. A guideline was added (g-33) concerning the need to do landscape assessments for more than
just balance of forest structure classes; and

Monitoring reqmmncnts are the same as Altenative C (m-1 thmugh m-5), plus an additional
monitoring requirement is ndded (m-6) ooncermng ungulate gruzmg and utilization. Requirement
m-6 will assess whether utili was imp d and if it was effective.

Alternative E: This alternative resronds to the issue that the "Use of the wrong management
recommendations for managemen. of goshawk habitat will result in habitat degradation and loss of
future management options.” Respondents noted the debate in the biological community, as well as
among credible agencies, on how habitat for the goshawk and its prey should be managed.

Because this issue was based on the disagreements between Reynolds et al. (1992) and others in the
biological community, direction in Alternative D was used as the base. Direction was modified in
Alternative D to address disagreements, resulting in more prescriptive and less flexible direction than
found in Alternative D, as well as other action alternatives. The key elements in this alternative that
changed from Alternative D are:

1. Goal (G-3) and guideline (g-1) allow for the full range of native disturbance processes, including
extreme events (this is the same as Alternative B);

2. The canopy closure guideline (g-14) reflects higher desired canopies, higher than any other
alternative;

. A standard was added (s-2) which prohibits treatment in existing mature and old forest
structures;

. A standard was added (s-1) requiring the use of only native species in management activities;

. A standard was added (s-10) that prohibits any human disturbance (as permitted by the Forest
Service, excluding livestock grazing) in active nesting areas during the breeding period. Other
alternatives provide flexibility through a guideline that will allow disturbance if it is determined
that the disturbance will not likely result in nest abandonment.

. A guideline was added (g-30) concerning restrictions for treatments in lands classified as
unsuitable timber lands.

. The grazing guideline was eliminated, and current forest plan requirements will be followed (this
is the same as Alternatives B and C).

Monitoring requirements are the same as Alternative C and D (m-1 through m-5), except the grazing
monitoring requirement (m-6) was deleted.

Alternative F: This alternative responds to the issue that "Management activities should concentrate
on maintenance of habitat areas at risk to provide for the greatest opportunity to minimize any
further degradation of habitat and loss of management options.” This alternative focuses
management on goshawk habitat acres at-risk. Acres at-risk are defined as those that, during the life
of this amendment, may lose sufficient habitat elements important to the goshawk and its prey, such
that they will no longer be rated as high and optimum habllat based on the Graham et al. (1999)
rating p By ft on those ft d acres that are at greatest risk of dropping
from high and optimum goshawk habitat to low or moderate, the agency will do the most it can do in
over the projected 4 year life of this amendment to minimize any further loss of key habitat areas.
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Graham et al. (1999) use the current distribution and connectivity of high and optimum habitat as
their basis for determining if sufficient amounts of habitat are available in the State of Utah to
support the currently viable population of goshawks.

This alternative is similar to Alternative C. The key elements that changed in this alternative are:

1. All long term goals common to Alternative C and other action alternatives were deleted and
replaced with a single goal which focuses on short-term maintenance or restoration of high or
optimum habitats (per Graham et al. 1999 assessment process);

2. Unlike other action alternatives, an objective was added which emphasizes the need to treat
at least 1000 acres per year on each administrative unit to further achievement of the short term
goal previously discussed.

3. This alternative includes grazing direction. The focus is on the need to change grazing
practices only in those areas where landscape assessments determine grazing is a factor in
putting a landscape at-risk relative to habitat needs of the goshawk.

Six monitoring requirements are included under this alternative, m-1 through m-5, and m-7. This is the
same as Alternatives C, D and E except the grazing requirement under Alternative D, m-6, is replaced
with m-7.




Table 2;: Applicable Goals (G), Guidelines (g), Standards (s), Objectives (0), and Monitoring Requirements (m) for Alternatives.
Refer to Appendix A for a detailed description of the proposed management direction and Appendix B for alternative monitoring

requirements.

Indicator

Processes

Forest

g 7,9, 11,15

G:9

g 17,18,19, 20,
21,22, 24,25

s:.56,8,9

G:9
g: 18,19, 20, 23,
24,26

s: 5,7.8,9,10

None

g:27,31,32,33

g:30,31,32,33

g: 28,29,33

m:1,2,3,4,5

m:1,2,3,4,56

m:1,2,345




2.4 Alternative Comparison

1. To what extent will t'ie alternative affect goshawk population viability during the remainder
of the current planning period?

None of the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, will result in the loss of

goshawk population viability during the short time frame of this amendment. Habitat in Utah

is of sufficient quality, quantity and distribution to continue to support this viable population
(Graham et al. 1999).

To what extent will an alternative reduce risk to loss of habitat needed to support the
currently viable population of goshawks in Utah?

Each alternative varies in its ability to reduce risk to loss of habitat needed to support the
currently viable population of goshawks in Utah. Looking at the alternatives in a very broad
perspective, they can be rated from highest to lowest reduction in risk to habitat. The
alternative with the highest risk reduction provides the greatest opportunity for maintenance,
and possibly r tion and enh

Highest reduction in risk < > Lowest reduction in risk
AlLF  Alt.C Alt.D Alt. B Alt.E Alt. A

This is a very simplistic comparison of alternatives; additional insight into the reasons for
this rating of risk reduction follow. The di ion briefly highlights key diff in each
alternative found through the detailed analysis. For a more in-depth discussion of all aspects
of each alternative, refer to Chapters 3 and 4.

Alternative F: Based on this assessment, this altemnative provides direction that focuses
management activities for the remainder of the planning period on those areas at greatest risk
to falling from high or optimum goshawk habitat to low or moderate, thus providing the
greatest reduction in risk in the short-term.

Alternative C: This alternative also offers a high level of risk reduction; however, it is lower
than Alternative F because it does not focus on high and optimum habitat areas that are
currently at-risk. As a result, more of these at-risk areas could fall into low to moderate
quality habitat over the projected 4 year life of the amendment.

Alternative C, unlike Alternative F, does not address grazing practices. The analysis
determined that during the short life of the d not changing grazing practices from
what is currently allowed under direction in forest plans is not likely to result in any
measurable difference in terms of maintenance of goshawk populations that are currently
viable in Utah.

4 lternative D: This alternative has a lower level of risk reduction over the projected 4 year
l|fe of the amendment than Alternatives C or F because of the degree of complexity involved
with future project design and implementation. This complexity causes two things to happen:

1. It costs more in time and funds to implement and reduces the overall number of acres
that may be treated over the amendment period; and
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2. The

ity of impl ion may affect the degree of success and ability to
actions (| i y).

P

As a result, more of the high and optimum habitat quality areas identified as at-risk could
drop in to lower quality habitat over the time period of the amendment.

The ungulate utilization guideline is a conservative approach to dealing with potential
goshawk habitat problems that can be attributed to grazing. Though this adjustment will
likely resolve many of the effects caused by grazing on more acres than Alternative F, in
many cases it may not be the only resolution to the problem and, in some cases, will be
applied to areas where grazing is not a problem.

Alternative B: Alternative B is similar to Altemative C, with differences in why landscape
assessments are done, canopy closures retained and allowing treatments to mimic conditions
within the full range of the Historic Range of Variation (HRV). Because of these three items,
it provides a slightly lower level of risk reduction for maintenance of habitat than Alternative
CandD.

Alternative E: This altemative provides direction similar to Alternative D, except grazing
direction is deleted and treatments in groups of mature and old forests are prohibited. Also,
treatment of unsuitable acres is restricted when tr are designed to foster goshawk
habitat needs only, and treatments are allowed to mimic patterns within the full range of
HRYV, including extreme events. Finally, this alternative will promote substantial increases in
canopy closure requirements throughout forested acres not exempt from application of this
direction.

By applying direction in this alternative in future project design and implementation, the
effects analysis determined that it will likely promote conditions that are not sustainable over
the long-term in patterns and landscape scales desired, and will be at high risk to loss over
time.

Alternative A: The No Action alternative is the most variable in terms of risk. Direction in
current plans for project design and implementation concerning the aspects addressed in the
action alternatives is either lacking or too broad. Current directiun allows decisions to be
made that may adversely affect goshawk habitat, or direction is not sufficient to provide
consistency in habitat management across NFS lands.

. How will implementation of an alternative affect management activities, and at what cost

(including social and economic costs)?

Though an alternative may provide the most risk reduction to habitat needed to support viable
populations of goshawks, it may have moderate to high costs socially and economically. The

relative degree of social impacts will follow the same degree of change as the ec

experienced by that group. There is a close tie between economic and social factors. For
example, Alternatives D requires the greatest change to grazing and could impact some grazing
interests economically at the point it is integrated into a grazing permit. The primary basis for
determining the effects to the social environment is the economic changes that may result from
each alternative.

Looking at the alternatives in a very broad perspective, they can be rated from lowest to highest
in terms of social and economic costs based on the assumptions stated above.
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Lowest costs < > Highest costs
Alt. A Alt. C~Altt B AlLF Alt.tD AILE

This is a very simplistic comparison of alternatives; additional insight into the primary
reasons for this rating of costs follows. For detailed disclosures, refer to Chapters 3 and 4.

; Because activities are likely to continue as planned it is expected that this
alternative will result in the lowest costs socially and economically.

M Of the action alternatives, this altemauve results in the lowest costs socially
i . Recreational and scenic ined to support tourism and

recrumonal usa on National Forests. Current plan du'ectlon protecting heritage resources,

soil, ‘water, air quality and human health and safety are unaffected. Currcnt dlrecuon on

does not change. Current special use permi g and

leam currm'.ly with plans or permits, and developed recmnon facilities are not affected

because they are exempt. The output likely affected is commercial wood products.

However, as discussed in 4.6.1, no measurable change in overall outputs is expected at the

state or forest scale over the period the amendment will be in effect, though potential product

size changes could occur.

Administrative costs associated with future project design and implementation will not
measurably change. Though some increases may result, many aspects of the alternative are

Iready being impl d under different parameters. Direction in this alternative may
change how things are looked at but not add substantially to the workload. Monitoring will
add some additional costs but not beyond capabilities of current Forest programs.

Alternative B: The primary difference in the social and economic environment between this
alternative and Alternative C is the ability to design and implement actions which include
extreme events. This variance results in a potential for higher costs to the social and
economic environment. Due to the short time frame of this amendment and the
corresponding low probability that an extreme disturbance will manifest itself at a scale that
will be noticeable across the analysis area, a large difference was not identified.
Administrative costs are similar to Alternative C, with slightly lower costs resulting from the
reduction in one of the monitoring requirements (m-2) found in Alternative C.

Alternative F: This alternative projects slightly greater costs socially and economically over
Alternatives C and B but, again, not likely to be able over the d period.
Recreational and scenic resources are retained to support tourism and recreational uses on
national forests. Current plan direction protecting heritage resources, soil, water, air quality
and human health and safety is unaffected, and current special use permits, mining and
mineral leases currently with plans or permits, and developed recreation facilities are not
affected, as they are exempt.

The outputs that may be affected are commercial wood products and livestock grazing.

While measurable change in overall outputs at the forest or state scale are not likely over the
amendment period the potential for localized effects are identified (see 4.5.2). For example,
where grazmg is determined to be contributing to an at-risk condition, grazing practices will
be changed as needed to initiate correction of the identified problem. Because this guideline
will only be implemented when and if problems are found where grazing is contributing to
habitat degradation as landscape assessments are done, the degree of change that will occur at

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter 2 - Alternatives 3 /’ Page 2-24

the forest or state scale during the life of the amendment is not likely to be measurable (see
452).

When and if grazing practices are modified, administrative costs will likely be slightly higher
due to the modifications. Monitoring will add some additional costs but not beyond
capabilities of current Forest programs (see 4.5.7).

Alternative D: This alternative imposes substantially more restrictions to projeci design and
implementation than other alternatives. The restriction that results in the most noticeable
change to the social and economic envi is the sub ial reduction in grazing
utilization across all non-exempt forested acres within Utah’s NFs. Based on the analysiss in
Chapter 4, the effects will be measurable at the state scale with an estimated reduction of
approximately 23% in permitted animal unit months (AUMs) across Utah's NFs.
Measurable reductions are expected at the forest and local scales as well; however, the %
reduction will be variable depending on site specific conditions. In some cases, livestock
grazing permits could be reduced to a level where it may no longer be economically viable
for a permittee to continue to graze livestock on some allotments.

Administrative costs are likely to increase as a result of the complexity of integrating
proposed direction in future project design and implementation. Monitoring will add some
additional costs but not beyond capabilities of current Forest programs.

Alternative E: This alternative imposes many of the same restrictions as Alternative D,
except:
¢ it eliminates grazing restrictions; current forest plan direction will apply.
+ it prohibits vegetative management activities in all forested groups dominated by
mature and old forests and on unsuitable forest lands for purposes of promoting habitat
for the goshawk and its prey.

The key social and economic impact of this altemative results from prohibiting any further
commercial harvest in forests dominated by mature and old trees for the period the amendment is
in affect (the time frame between now and when current forest plans are revised). This will have
local, forest, and state level impacts to timber industry. These imp will be able
resulting in reductions from current levels of wood product outputs by an estimated 30% of total
volume offered in a year.

These discussions highlight the key differences between the effects of alternatives. Table 3 provides an
easy comparison of key outcome differences expected from each alternative. Other refinements were
made and their effects are discussed in Chapter 4.
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Table 3: Key Outcome Differences Among Alternatives

ALTERNATIVE

Indicator

A

C

D

E

F

Native
Processes

Variable
depending on

Forest Plan

allows for mimicing
extreme disturbance
events within HRV

does not attempt to
mimic extreme
disturbance events (PFC)

does not attempt to
mimic extreme
disturbance events (PFC)

allows for mimicing
extreme disturbance
events within HRV

does not attempt to
mimic extreme
disturbance events (PFC)

Variable
depending on

Forest Plan

prefer the use of locally
adapted native species in
management activities
when and where
practical

prefer the use of locally
adapted native species in
management activities
when and where
practical

prefer the use of locally
adapted native species in
management activities
when and where
practical

requires use of locally
adapted native species

in managenient
activitics

prefer the use of locally
adapted native species in
management activities
when and where
practical

Variable
depending on

Forest Plan

40%+ canopy closure in
foraging area, 50%+ in
nest and PFAs as
measured within the
stand;

1-2 acre opening limit in
only the Nest and PFA;

40-70% of stand covered
by clumps of trees with
interlocking branches in
foraging and PFAs,
50-70% of stand covered
by clumps in nest areas
to provide desired
canopy closure;

1-2 acre opening limit in
only the Nest and PFA;

40-70%+ canopy closure
as measured within the
stand and is specific by
cover type and goshawk
habitat area (see g-16);

1-4 acre opening limit
within entire territory
(home range);

1-2 acre opening iunit in
Nest and PFA;

retains green tree clumps
in vegetative
management areas

60%+ canopy closure

in foraging area, 75%+

in nests and PFA
areas; as measured
within the stand;

1-4 acre opening limit
within entire territory;

1-2 acre opening limit
in Nest and PFA;

retains green tree
clumps in vegetative
management areas

prohibits any
treatment in older
structural stages

40-70% of stand covered
by clumps of trees with
interlocking branches in
foraging and PFAs,
50-70% of stand covered
by clumps in nest areas
1o provide desired
canopy closure;

1-2 acre opening limit in
only the Nest and PFA;

Variable
depending on

Forest Plan

| year required/ 2 years
preferred of surveys
prior to treatment

| year required/ 2 years
preferred of surveys
prior to treatment

2 years of surveys
required prior to
treatment

2 years of surveys
required prior to
treatment;

requires the least
disturbance in nest
and PFAs

1 year required/ 2 years
preferred of surveys
prior to treatment
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ALTERNATIVE

C

D

E

F

requires landscape
assessments to help
identify opportunities for
project proposals;

requires landscape
assessments to help
identify opportunities for
project proposals;

flat ungulate utilization
guidelines, 20% average,
40% max of grass/forbs
within forested habitats;

Where timber harvest is
prescribed manage
transportation system to
minimize territory
disturbance (likely to
result in nest
abandonment).

requires landscape
assessments to help
identify opportunities
for project proposals;

no treatment in
unsuitable forest lands
for the sole purpose of
goshawk habitat
management;

Where timber harvest
is prescribed manage
transportation system
to minimize territory
disturbance (likely to
result in nest
abandonment).

requires landscape
assessments to help
identify opportunities for
project proposals;

application of livestock
grazing practices
guideline if grazing is
contributing to at-risk
condition;

Variable
depending on
Forest Plan

Management activities
prioritized in habitats
at-risk

Variable
depending on

Forest Plan

post-treatment
occupancy monitoring

post-treatment
occupancy monitoring

ungulate grazing
monitoring required on
% of all allotments

post-treatment
occupancy monitoring

post-treatment
occupancy monitoring

ungulate grazing
monitoring required
where landscape
assessment identifies
problem
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CHAPTER 3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Introduction

Physical Components
Soils
Water

Biological Components
Forest Vegetation
Non-Arboreal Understory Vegetation
Riparian and Wetland Vegetation
Wildlife and Fish

Social Components
Environmental Justice
Social Groups, Values and Systems
Heritage Resources

Economic Components
Wood Products
Grazing
Mineral Resources
Recreation/Tourism
Transportation/Access
Special Uses
Administrative Considerations

3.1 INTRODUCTION

None of the alternatives examined in the environmental assessment will, on its own, change the physical
environment of the affected national forests.

To provide the decision maker with a means of comparing the possible effects of the altematives, the ID
Team evaluated components of the environment that could be affected by the decision/proposed
management direction.

3.2 PHYSICAL COMPONENTS

A brief description of the current condition of the physical components potentially affected by the decision
to be made follows. A more complete description of the affected physical environment is included in the
specific Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) for the six affected national forests.

3.2.1 Seil

Soil is a non-renewable resource. One inch of soil is developed from bedrock in several hundred to
more than a thousand years. When soil is lost through erosion, soil productivity is reduced and
essentially lost forever. Excessive removal of vegetation and ground cover from a site would expose the
soil to erosion and loss of plant nutrients Long-term soil productivity is the capability of soil to i
the inherent, natural growth potential of plants and plant communities over time. Ecosystem structures
and functions ultimately depend on a productive soil resource. Maintenance of long-term soil
productivity is widely recognized as a basic requirement of forest and rangeland ecosystem
management. The extent to which long-term soil productivity is affected by management activities is
variable, depending on the type of soil, the climatic conditions at the time of the activities and the
intensity of the activity. Natural resource land management activities and uses on forest and rangelands
have the potential to reduce natural productivity if certain operating guidelines are not followed. Soil
productivity is reduced when erosion removes soil; management activities displace soil; soil porosity is
Areduced; or when surface organic mater in the form of large and small organic debris (e.g., down logs)
is removed in excess, from the forest floor (typically, after some form of vegetative manipulation).

Land area within the NFS boundaries in Utah is composed of rugged, glaciated mc ins in the north and
high plateaus in the southern part of the State. The tallest peaks in the mountains are more than 13,000 feet
high. Many of the southern plateaus are more than 10,000 feet above sea level. With elevation changes
ranging from 3,000 to 7,000 feet, the soil temperature and moisture gradicnts are highly variable. The land
area is semiarid and most of the soil moisture comes as snow in the winter. Yearly precipitation ranges
from 10 to 20 inches in the lower valleys to over 40 inches in the higher mountains. Moderately well
developed soils with soil moisture regimes at the higher elevations are generally sufficient to support the
growth of subalpine fir and spruce forest as well as lodgepole pine and aspen. In the southern plateau
areas, soils may be somewhat weakly developed, with moisture regimes that support ponderosa pine,
aspen, and some Douglas-fir. The lower woodland zone has only enough soil moisture and temperature
regimes to support pinyon-juniper and mountain brush of oak and maple species. Many areas of low soil
moisture support sagebrush, grasses and desert shrubs.

Because of the complexity of the geologic formations, steep slopes, and the parent materials, land stability
in the form of landsliding and mass wasting occurs in many areas within Utah. The presence of these
hazards and limitations within the soil mantle, coupled with high erosion hazards in some areas, influence
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the management activities that can be applied to the landscapes. Materials from which the soils were
derived have a great influence on the inherent soil characteristics. Sedimentary bedrock materials, such as
those which make up the interbedded shales and siltstones in the North Homn and Wasatch geologic
formations, weather into fine texture soil materials which are susceptible to mass movement.

Soil is a highly variable and complex layer of unconsolidated material. The combined influences of time,
parent material, climate, living organisms, and the topography of a site interact to form soils with unique
sets of physical and chemical properties that determine the productivity of each soil. Natural soil
productivity varies widely across Utah due to soil properties (e.g., nutrient status, depth, coarse fragment
content, texture) and site characteristics (e.g., elevation, aspect, slope gradient). The soil resource on the
six Utah NFs varies considerably within and between watershedz, river basins and Forests. Historic use as
public domain lands severely impacted the soil resource, with areas of extensive soil loss, compaction, and
in some places changing the soil hydrologic function. Some soil ecosystems which support high elevation
alpine vegetative communities and soils that once supported tall forb communities, are currently rated as
"functioning at risk" when reviewed from a properly functioning condition concept.

Soil directly or mdlrectly supports all other resources It serves as a growth medium for plants, filters
biological and chemi b and reg water tr ission. The long-term productivity of forest
and rangeland resources is dependent upon the soil resource.

Direction for soils and watershed management is contained in many federal laws. The Organic Act of
1897 requires protection of natural resources including soils and water. The NFMA (16 USC §1604)
requires the management of public lands in a manner that will not impair the long-term soil productivity of
the land. A major goal for soil resource management is long-term maintenance and sustainability of soil
procuctivity and watershed protection. This requires avoiding management actions that would irreversibly
impair soil productivity. Maintaining soil productivity also requires restoring or improving soils in areas
where they have been degraded.

3.2.2 Water

Water quality and ecosystem health are closely linked. Changes in any of the chemical, physical, and
biological properties of water can directly affect people, fish, wildlife, and overall ecosystem functions
and values. The State of Utah'’s surface water resources include 16,457 miles of rivers and streams, nearly
3,000 lakes and reservoirs, including the Great Salt Lake, and approximately 510,039 acres of wetlands
and 1,902 linear miles of wetlands (Utah Division of Water Quality 1998).

Waters flowing from forested areas administered by the Forest Service in Utah have a number of
beneficial uses, including providing domestic, industrial, and agricultural water, recreation opportunities,
fish and wildlife habitat, and power production. And, one unique aspect of the water resource in the
project area is that a large percentage of water flows into the Great Salt Lake. Water quality plays an
important role in ecosystem function on federal lands. Primary factors affecting water quality are erosion
and subsequent sedimentation resulting from natural and management-induced disturbances such as
vegetation manipulation, road construction, stream crossings, high intensity fires and increased
temperatures resulting from removal of riparian vegetation that shades streams. NFS lands in Utah are
extremely important to the maintenance of water quality in the state as they provide the cleanest source of
water as well as the main source of all drinking water.
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The headwaters of the major drainages are found on NFS lands which means that the quality of water
flowing from NFS lands into the Great Salt Lake could also affect the Great Salt Lake ecosystem. Proper
management and use of walcr resources, combined with care for the watershed lands from which they
orig are fund. Ito ing all other resources on these national forests. The primary water
resource issue on NFS lands is water quahly The goals are to maintain the soil mantle and to provide
water for human, wildlife, fish, and vegetative needs. Walcr is uscd on the Utah NFs for livestock, dust
abatement on roads during timber hauling, human cc ption 1ce of in-stream flows, and
wildlife needs, including wetland habitat.

Since the scope of this analysis is limited to NFS lands within Utah and small portions of Colorado and
Wyoming, most of the streams and rivers can be characterized as lower order streams, including their
headwaters. The Ist, 2nd, and 3rd order streams tend to be high energy, fast-moving water courses that
are often confined or partially confined within limited flood prone areas; and, they are often structurally
controlled. The higher order streams (typically 4th and Sth order) can be expected to have moderate
energy and slopes and they are usually weakly confined by their valleys.

Streamflows from the headwaters generally is snow-dominated. A significant snowpack accumulates
from late fall through spring. Snow melt in spring and early summer results in a notable runoff surge that
usually is sustained well into the summer. Water temperatures tend to be cool year-round. Generally,
water quality is excellent in the headwaters. Rivers and streams are relatively steep in the headwaters,
controlled by bedrock and glacially-derived formations. High mountain lakes are common in the
headwaters.

The Clean Water Act directs federal agencies to comply with state water quality requirements to restore and
maintain water quality necessary to protect beneficial uses such as public water supply, recreation in and on the
water, and protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife. Under the Clean Water Act, Utah adopted
water quality standards. Water quality standards consist of designated beneficial uses for the waters of the state
as delineated in Utah's administrative rules, and criteria to protect the beneficial uses. Criteria may be
constituent concentrations (e.g., turbidity, temperature), levels, or narrative (e.g., no discharge of
materials in concentrations harmful to human health or aquatic life) representing water quality that supports a
particular use. The water quality standards also include an antidegradation policy protecting existing uses and
waters of high quality. Best management practices (BMPs) are water quality protection measures developed by
the Forest Service to attain and maintain state water quality goals and objectives. BMPs are certified by the
state agency with water pollution control authority, approved by the Environmental Protection Agency, and also
included in current plans.

3.3 BIOLOGICAL COMPONENTS

A general discussion of the current condition of the biological components that could be affected by the
decision to be made follows. A more detailed, Forest-specific discussion can be found in each of the
Forest Plans for the six affected national forests.

3.3.1 Forest Vegetation

Throughout Chapter 3, Affected Environment, and Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, reference is
made to "historic range of variation (HRV)" and "properly functioning condition (PFC)" when discussing
vegetative conditions. While these two concepts share many commonalities, they do differ. A detailed
explanation can be found in Appendix D.
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The di ion below izes information on vegetation important to goshawk habitat. Additional
information on vegetation on Utah's NFs is available from numerous sources, including the vegetation
resource report in the Project Record (Exhibit L), the Region 4 Properly Functioning Condition
Assessment (USDA Forest Service 1996), the Properly Functioning Condition Assessments for the Uinta
Mountains (USDA Forest Service 1998b), the Wasatch Mountains (USDA Forest Service 1998a), the
Dixie NF (USDA Forest Service 1997), the Utah High Plateaus and Mountains Section (USDA Forest
Service 1996a), and the Manti-LaSal NF (in draft, USDA Forest Service 1998c), Aspen Community Types
of the Intermountain Region (Mueggler, 1988), Coniferous Forest Habitat Types of Northern Utah (Mauk
and Henderson, 1984), and Coniferous Forest Habitat Types of Central and Southern Utah (Youngblood
and Mauk, 1985).

The best single source for information on vegetation types used by the northern goshawk is in The
Northern Goshawk in Utah: Habitat A and Manag Rec dations (Graham et al.

1999) which describes the current and potential vegetation types across Utah and the value of these types
to the northern goshawk. The information contained therein is herewith incorporated by reference.

National forest vegetation types that could potentially be affected by the decision associated with this
envir | d t include all forest types with the exception of woodlands (pinyon-juniper, oak,
oak-maple) and brushlands. Included within the affected forested types are understory species and small
openings (generally less than 1 acre in size) that contain non-arboreal vegetation species. Non-arboreal
vegetation provides important habitat for prey species of the goshawk.

Spruce-Fir - This vegetation type ranges from pure Engelmann spruce to pure subalpine fir forests. In
most instances, however, it occurs as a mixed species forest. Blue spruce is a component of this type.

Structural stages are not balanced throughout the project area in this type because the majority of the type
is in mature to old age classes. Due to the high elevation, short snow-free growing season, and moist
environment, these ecosystems have relatively few fires. The primary disturbance agents in these spruce-
fir ecosystems are most likely insects, with fire as a secondary agent.

The potential is high for major changes in the current stand structure and composition for this type.
Changes occur naturally as overstory trees age and die from agents such as insect epidemics, stand-
replacing fires, or a combination of the two on broad landscape scales (USDA Forest Service 1996).
Smaller scale changes may be induced by minor events such as wind throw, small fires, avalanches, etc.
Depending on edaphic conditions and insect populations, small scale disturbances can lead to major spruce
beetle outbreaks. These change agents influence vegetative structure, species composition, and
successional dynamics in spruce-fir communities (Habeck and Mutch 1973, Aplet et al. 1988, Baker and
Veblen 1990, Veblen et al. 1991, Veblen et al. 1994). Based on research in northern Utah, Jenkins et al.
(1998) describes four potential successional pathways for spruce-fir forests after stand-replacing fire.
Major shifts from old, late seral to young forests in spruce beetle epidemic areas are currently occurring in
portions of the Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, and Dixie NFs.

Aspen - Quaking aspen is distributed throughout the project area, with the largest concentrations in central
and northern Utah. Age generally varies from 60 to 120 years. Aspen is considered an early seral species
on most sites but may be long-persistent or "stable," forming an edaphic climax on others. Where aspen
is seral, fire has been the most important disturbance factor influencing changes in structural stages and
composition and minimizing dominance by conifer species (USDA Forest Service 1996). The fire return
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intervai is less frequent today compared to historical averages due to the combined effects of fire
suppression and fuels reduction by herbivory (Bartos and Campbell 1998). Where aspen is stable, the
mechanisms that keep aspen are not fully understood and may be site dependant and variable.

Most of the quaking aspen (both seral and stable) is in a mid to late seral stage and is dominated by older
age classes. Many areas are becoming dominated by conifers through plant succession (seral sites),
reducing quaking aspen area. Decline in aspen is due to a number of factors including succession to
conifers, grazing, and fire suppression.

Changes in the abund of aspen-dominated landscapes have occurred over the past 125+ years partly
as a result of exclusion of fire in combination with herbivory (ibid.). Bartos and Campbell (1998)
conclude that of the 2.1 million acres of NFS lands in Utah that were once dominated by aspen, aspen now
dominates the landscape on only 800,000 acres. This equates to an approximate 60% decline in aspen-
dominated landscapes on NFS lands in Utah. Decline in aspen is due to a number of factors including
succession to conifers, grazing, and fire suppression.

If current trends continue, it is likely that significant acres of seral aspen cover types will convert to
dominance by coniferous species by following plant succession. The ability of aspen to recolonize the site
may be limited or lost by long-term site dominance of conifers. Loss can occur since aspen in Utah
regenerates by suckering and not through seedling establish This, in turn, could affect the resiliency
of the site to disturbance. Aspen has been replaced on some stable sites by sagebrush (ibid.1998). This
seems to be related to fire prevention and grazing pressure on aspen seedlings where aspen is on the edge
of its range. Given recent and current conditions and trends, there is a risk to loss of some stable aspen as
well as seral aspen.

Lodgepole Pine - Lodgepole pine is typically an early seral tree species ranging over extensive areas of
northern Utah. It readily regenerates naturally after fire and is often found in pure, even-aged stands.
Lodgepole pine has a history of extensive mountain pine beetle epidemics at elevations generally below
9,600 feet, where the more susceptible sites are located (Amman et al. 1973); Dwarf mistletoe is the most
common disease (Van Der Kamp and Hawksworth 1985). Currently lodgepole pine structural stages are
not balanced within the analysis area; thus, these systems are not within the “properly functioning
condition," defined in the Region 4 Properly Functioning C: dition A t (USDA Forest Service
1996). Most lodgepole pine forests are in the mature and old age classes, except for recently harvested
and burned areas, which account for less than 20% of total lodgepole acres (O’'Brien 1999). The historical
fire regime is one of lethal, stand-replacing fires.

The percentage of the type under intensive management is small (<15-20% of the cover type), and where
clearcutting has been concentrated harvest has resulted in a landscap highly fragr d when c d
to the historical pattern (i.e., patch size is much reduced over the historical pattern).

The primary short-term risk is related to stand structural changes in the mature age class caused by bark
beetle epidemics. Following these epidemics, risk of unwanted wildland fire increases. Long-term risks
are related to large, rapid swings from mature-aged and late seral forests to grass/seedling and early seral

stages. Current fragmentation within some areas will pose a risk to species that are dependant on the
historical pattern of stand structures and habitat sizes and shapes.

Mixed Conifer - This cover type typically includes a mix of coniferous species. The mix is variable
depending on site, elevation, and geographic location. Stands are dominated by one or more of the
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coniferous species. Aspen is a component of many mixed conifer stands; however, it is not the principal
species in this type. In southern Utah and adjacent areas of Colorado this type may contain as many as
scven species; in northern Utah and adjacent areas of Wyoming, there may be only two to three species.
Mixed conifer cover types may include Engelmann spruce, blue spruce, subalpine fir, white fir, Douglas-
fir, ponderosa pine, lodgepole pine, limber pine, aspen, and occasionally bristlecone pine. In this

stands dominated by Douglas-fir and/or white fir are included in the mixed conifer group.

Site conditions vary from dry white fir and Douglas-fir sites to generally moist, high elevation sites
dominated by spruce and lodgepole pine in the Uinta Mountains. Sites classify as subalpine fir, white fir,
or Douglas-fir habitat types, indicating that these species are the potential "climax” species for the site.

In the high elevation mixed conifer sites of the Uinta Mountains, the fire regime is little altered over much
of the area. In these areas, the fire regime shares more in common with the spruce-fir regime than with the
lower elevation, drier mixed conifer sites.

On the drier, warmer mixed conifer sites, more fire-adapted seral species such as ponderosa pine,
Douglas-fir, aspen, and lodgepole pine historically were common due to fire history throughout these
types (USDA Forest Service 1996). Fire suppression during the first part of this century has eliminated
most of the non-lethal "cleaning" fires and allowed the more shade-tolerant late seral species to increase,
increasing stand densities and ladder fuels. The current conditions, where stand densities are higher than
historic, puts additional competitive stress on what large, seral trees remain.

The most significant risk is to the mid- and lower elevation portions of the mixed conifer type and is
associated with fire and the long-term exclusion of fire. Fire exclusion has affected stand structure and
increased ladder fuel development. Stand-repl fires, ide of historical ranges of intensity and
size, are likely (USDA Forest Service 1996). The historic balance of patterns and structures could be
compromised by large stand-replacing fires, or continued exclusion of frequent non-lethal fires.

Ponderosa Pine Type - This cover type is found on the Ashley, Dixie, Manti-LaSal, and Fishlake NFs.
In southern Utah this type is found between gambel oak/sagebrush or pinyon/juniper at lower elevations
and mixed conifers (Douglas-fir and white fir) at higher elevations. Ponderosa pine sites are generally
warm and dry with annual precipitation of 16 to 24 inches. Structures are normally multi-layered with a
range of tree sizes. Much of the historical type (on seral sites) is now dominated by mixed conifer due to
the exclusion of non-lethal, "cleaning” fires and succession. Structures are predominantly made up of
larger late seral species in the mid to mature-aged classes, and are overly dense (as compared to historic
conditions).

Climax ponderosa pine forests characteristically have very low numbers of trees per acre and very little
dead material on the forest floor because of the short time between fire events (Covington and Moore
1994). Those portions of the ponderosa pine type in southem Utah were historically park-like and open
forests, where crown closure was never achieved due to site quality and moisture limitations (strong root
competition occurs before crown closure on these sites). Climax ponderosa pine stands might better be
termed "woodlands” than "forests.” On such sites, the average crown closures that might be achieved are
in the neighborhood of 30 to 40%. An increase in pinyon and juniper has beea noted on some climax pine
sites, a result of the lack of fire.

Most of the type has had various levels of timber harvest during the past century, removing much of the
large ponderosa pine component (Graham et al. 1999). Harvest, in combination with pine beetle outbreaks
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during the 1970s, has resulted in a decrease of "old-growth” ponderosa pine stands. Most stands have
regenerated well, and there are many fully stocked stands of relatively small sized trees.

The risk is high in this cover type for uncharacteristic, lethal wildland fires which may comprgrpise the
historical balance of patterns and structures. Replacement of ponderosa pine by more competitive late
seral species such as Douglas-fir and whte fir results in a net loss of ponderosa pine forest; such
vegetation patterns are outside the historical range of conditions (USDA Forest Service 1996).

3.3.2 Non-Arboreal Understory Vegetation

Non-arboreal vegetation that may be affected by the decision associated with this environmental

includ ies that are associated with the forested vegetation types described above as
understory species, species within small openings (generally less than | acre in size), and species located
on forest/non-forest ecotones (generally within 200 feet of the forest canopy). Detailed lists of understory
species may be found in Mueggler 1988, Youngblood and Mauk 1985, and Mauk and Hmdcmn 1984,
Understory vegetation provides habitat for goshawk prey species; changes in understory species
composition, distribution, and structure may have imp on prey species and consequently on goshawks.

Recent forest inventory data (O'Brien 1999) summarized the percent of canopy cover for understory
shrubs, forbs, and grasses associated with various forested cover types (see Appendix E, Table 1).

B of fire exclusion, trees have expanded into some areas that were historically non-forest or only
contained scattered trees. Examples of this can be found throughout the analysis area.

Shrubs - Shrubs are most common in understories of early seral stands where adequate sunlight reaches
the forest floor. As forested stands progress through successional stages and forest canopies close, the
associated shrub species may shift to more shade tolerant species or may diminish on the site. In ﬁr‘e-
adapted ecosystems, periodic low intensity fires kill the above ground portion of most shrubby species,
allowing sprouting species to develop young, vigorous stems and non-sprouting species to regenerate from
seed. Periodic fires maintain a diverse, vigorous understory while keeping shade tolerant tree species in
check. In the absence of fire, many shrubs have declined or aged and become decadent.

Graminoids - Grasses and sedges are an understory component in most forested types. Graminoids are
generally more plentiful in early seral forests or young forests in early vegetative structural stages. As
most graminoid species do not tolerate dense shading, they are most common along forest edges and in
small openings within forested stands. Graminoids generally respond favorably to fire by regenerating
from the roots and/or from seed.

Forbs - Forbs are a common understory component of virtually all forest stands. Some forb communities
are considered the potential natural vegetation for the site. That is, they will dominate the site in )
perpetuity under proper management. Tall forbs make up the understory of some of the more producuvg
aspen sites. The aspen/tall forb cover type is one of the most commonly encountered aspen cover types in
the project area and is most prevalent in northern Utah (Mueggler 1988).

Approximately 50% of the tall forb type was lost due to improper grazing during the early euro-American

settlement era, which caused a significant loss of the deep, rich soils (USDA Forest Service 1996). Site
restoration is very difficult, or nearly impossible, because of the soil loss.
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3.3.3 Riparian and Wetland Vegetation

Riparian areas are highly productive and heavily utilized by humans and animals. Riparian zones are
characterized by sedges, grasses, shrubs, trees, and other vegetation. They maintain relatively high water
tables and act as "sponges" by holding water in banks, thereby raising the water table in the
surrounding areas and providing a more stable stream flow (GAO, 1988). Diversity of vegetation is an
important characteristic of riparian areas in good condition (Chaney et al. 1990). Unlike adjacent
terrestrial communities, water is more readily available for plant uptake in riparian zones, and duration of
this free, unbound water may influence community composition (Youngblood et al. 1985).

Late seral riparian communities are stable by nature; they are dominated by deep rooted, often
rhizomatous, species which generally take several years (5-7 years) to show the effects of changes in
management. Late seral riparian communities may show improvement more quickly because the
desirable plant communities are already in place. In contrast, early to mid-seral greenline communities
will show downward trends more quickly because they are typically dominated by weakly rooted species
that are more easily displaced through continued surface disturbance and through water action against
stream banks lacking adeq p ion b of the weak rooting systems. Early seral greenlines will
take more time to improve b the speci Y to colonize and develop into communities stable
enough to hold streambanks are not well represented (Padgett 1995).

Riparian areas occupy relatively small areas, are fragile, and are vulnerable to severe alteration due to the
combination of restricted area, distinct microclimate, distinct vegetative structure and composition, and
water quantity and quality (Thomas 1979). Riparian areas have been significantly affected over the past
century (USDA Forest Service 1996). Most of these effects have been negative, including: lowering of
water tables, erosion of stream ch Is, exotic plant hment, removal of beaver populations,
o d runoff and ir d sediment from road construction, sedimentation caused by increased
overland flow and soil erosion from upland areas that are outside of properly functioning condition,

hanges in vegetation composition, and often a loss of the historic fire disturbance patterns that served to

generate riparian ion. All have contributed to degradation of riparian areas (ibid.).

The Properly Functioning Condition Assessment reports (ibid.) and the High Utah Plateaus and Mountains
Section (USDA Forest Service 1996a) conclude that riparian areas throughout the Region have been
significantly affected over the past several decades, indicating a pattern of riparian systems being lost to
encroachment of spruce-fir, ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, and sagebrush. Increases in tree encroachment
into riparian areas can be attributed to reduced influence of fire on landscapes. The riparian complex in
the Intermountain Region is considered to be generally at a high state of departure from properly
functioning condition. This is not to suggest that all riparian complexes in the Intermountain Region are
necessarily in a downward trend. Where direct human induced factors are involved, conditions have
improved in recent years.

Dr. Fee Busby (1978) reported that "Probably the poorest rangeland conditions--includi 1g riparian and
stream ecosystems and trout habitats--occurred between 1885 and 1935" when large numbers of sheep and
cattle were allowed to graze the inter in area as unregulated "free range." He found that "Today
most of our western range is in fair condition and is stabilized in that condition.” Dr. Alma Winward
concurs, indicating that although there are continuing impacts on riparian systems, they are generally
holding their own or improving (1997).
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3.3.4 Wildlife and Fish

The climate and vegetation within the project area is highly influenced by elevation and latitude. In
general, the elevations of the six affected national forests range from 3,000 to 13,000 f., with rugged and
broken topography. In addition to the major mountain ranges, such as the Uintas and Wasatch, major
plateaus are found in the project area, such as the Markagunt and Tavaputs. Precipitation on NFS lands
ranges from 10 to more than 40 inches annually. With this variation in topography, climate, soils and
geology, a wide range of forest compositions and structures are typical. These diverse landforms and
plant communities support a large number of wildlife species including goshawks and their prey.

Goshawk Habitat and Abundance - The goshawk is the largest of the three species of Accipiter in North
America. Members of this genus inhabit coniferous, deciduous, and mixed forests. Distribution of the
goshawk is Holartic with three recognized subspecies breeding in North America: the northem goshawk
(Accipiter gentillis atricapillus), Queen Charlotte (A.g. laingi), and the Apache (4.g. apache) (USDI Fish
and Wildlife Service 1997). Little information exists on the historical distribution of goshawks in the
project area. Early records indicate that it was an uncommon permanent resident, primarily found in
montane conifer and quaking aspen habitats throughout the State (Behle et al. 1985). Occasionally it
nested in cottonwood (Populus spp.) cover types in lower valleys (White and Lloyd 1965). Studies and
surveys over the past 20 years indicate that the goshawk occurs across the project area in a wide variety of
forest cover types. While goshawks have been observed foraging in pinyon-juniper type during the winter
months, goshawk use of pinyon pine and juniper, along with winter habitat use, is poorly understood.
Similarly, while observations of nests have been reported during the winter months, there are no
documented nests occurring in the pinyon-juniper type (ibid.). Because of this the pinyon-juniper type
was not included in alternative direction and will not be discussed further.

The northern goshawk is managed as a regionally sensitive species by the Intermountain Region of the
USDA Forest Service. It is also a State of Utah sensitive species. It has had these designations since 1991
and 1997, respectively. The northern goshawk has also been identified as a management indicator species
(MIS) on four of the six affected national forests - Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake and Uinta NFs. Owners or
administrators of forests inhabited by the goshawk include the USDI National Park Service (NPS), USDI
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), USDA Forest Service, State of Utah, as well as Native American
tribal lands and private lands. The USDA Forest Service administers the majority of the lands that were
ranked by Graham et al. (1999) as containing high and opti 1 valued goshawk nesting habitat
(Appendix E, Table 2); and the majority of important foraging habitat. The largest proportion of overall
high and optimum habitat (has both high quality nesting and foraging habitat) is managed by the Forest
Service, with BLM, NPS, State, private and Native American entities managing smaller amounts
(Appendix E, Table 3).

In Utah, all forested landscapes were identified as potentially suitable habitat for some portion of the
northern goshawk'’s life cyzle. Currently, the majority of suitable habitat is considered to be of medium or
high value, well connected and distributed throughout the state (Graham et al. 1999, USDI Fish and
Wildlife 1998). Although all forested landscapes are used to some extent, certain forest cover types
appear to be occupied by goshawks more than others (Graham et al. 1999). Cover types most often
occupied by goshawks (based on sightings and nest locations) are Engelmann spruce, subalpine fir,
lodgepole pine and quaking aspen, either single or mixed species forests (ibid.). Ponderosa pine can be a
locally important species, particularly in riparian areas where the species is mixed with quaking aspen.
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Important internal components of forests include snags, multiple canopies, and down woody debris
(Reynolds et al. 1992; Graham et al. 1999). These components are important to goshawks both directly
and indirectly as nesting habitat as well as habitat for prey species and tend to vary across forest type. For
example, spruce/fir forests have complex forest structures with multiple canopies and large amounts of
down woody debris. Lodgepole pine forests have simple forest structures, single canopies and have small
amounts of down woody debris except in very old ferests.

Forests are complex and dynamic. Each forest cover type important to the goshawk and its prey has a
wide range of biophysical attributes that result in a variety of stand structures and compositions which are
influenced by a wide range of disturbance factors. Disturbances in these cover types range from those
induced by wind, snow, ice, and fire to those that are human-caused. The affected national forests are
widely used for human habitation, timber extraction, recreation, livestock grazing, as well as being
iinportant sources of water. Disturbances which o« cur within each of the forest types discussed in the
vegetation section (3.3.1) occur in varying amount J/degrees and present their own unique threats to the
goshawk and its habitat. The degree of the thre- depends on where, when, how intense, and how long the
disturbance occurs.

The forests and woodlands in the project area are dominated by late seral species (Appendix E, Table 4).
Depending upon the type, white fir, subalpine fir, Douglas-fir, pinyon pine, and juniper often dominate
these forests. In addition, most forests contain many seedlings and saplings, creating very dense forests,
which are prone to insect, disease, and stand replacing fires. Ponderosa pine, quaking aspen and lodgepole
pine, which are early and mid-seral species, are often poorly repr d. Forests dominated entirely by
late seral species, in general, are more unsuitable than those domi d by a variety of early mid and late
seral species. In addition to being unsuitable and at a higher risk to stand replacing fires and insect and
disease problems, these dense stands may becoine undesirable for both nesting and foraging by goshawks.
Litt'e is known about goshawk habitat use in nonbreeding habitat (Graham et al. 1999)

The current condition of specific cover types addressed above (3.3.1) affects goshawk use of habitat in the
following ways:

= White fir - Current structural attributes make this cover type undesirable for the goshawk compared
to the more open ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, or quaking aspen forests typical of this cover type
historically. Key factors limiting the values to goshawks is the current dense stocking levels and
multiple canopy layers, and large trees for nesting are limited. Dense, multistory canopies are
likely to hinder foraging opportunities by obstructing flight and sight lanes (Graham et a!. 1999).
Subalpine fir - Late seral species dominate, primarily subalpine fir and Engelmann spruce mixed
with lodgepole pine (ibid.). Without some form of stand-replacing disturbance the two major ear.y
seral species of the type, quaking aspen and lodgepole pine, will continue to decline from their
already low representation. Quaking aspen is one of the more important tree species in Utah to
wildlife species, including goshawk and its prey. The decline in aspen and lodgepole in this type
has impacted goshawks. Where this cover type is dominated by late seral species, such as
subalpine fir, it provides poor to marginal habitat due to cluttered multistory stands and the lack of
prey (except for snowshoe hare).
Lodgepole pine - Past bark beetle activity has killed many trees in this cover type. However, the
present condition of this cover type appears to be part of a normal cycle and most stands will
continue to develop naturally. Surface fires that have frequented these forests could once again
thin the even-aged structure (ibid.). Goshawks are currently nesting successfully in lodgepole pine
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stands with predominantly dead overstories. However, habitat values are expected to decrease as
the standing dead trees fall.

Engelmann spruce - The current high proportion (79%) of mid- and old-aged trees in this type
make these stands highly susceptible to infestations of spruce bark beetles (Graham et al. 1999,
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1998). Bark beetles have attacked and killed many large trees
within the several thousands of acres infested over the last several years. As a result, goshawk
habitat, especially nesting habitat, has been adversely affected where high bark beetle mortality has
occurred.

Ponderosa pine - This cover type is dominated by ponderosa pine even though gambel oak and
quaking aspen are important seral species (Graham et al. 1999). The majority of acres within this
cover type have been partially cut in the past due to its high economic value, removing mature
trees important for goshawk nesting. Domestic livestock grazing, along with the exclusion of fire,
has disrupted native fire cycles and probably has contributed to the decrease of early seral species
(ibid.) which are important to the habitat quality in this type. Forests have also become more
dense (though less than other cover types) which is also adversely altering goshawk foraging
habitat for the same reasons as stated above for other types.

Quaking aspen - This cover type, and the quaking aspen it supports, is probable the most valuable
goshawk habitat in Utah and is currently relatively stable. Many successional changes occur in the
grass, forb and shrub layers as they respond to the different disturbances. But these changes are
not of great influence on habitat quality for goshawks. The primary threats to quaking aspen
stands growing on this type are browsing by domestic and wild ungulates and stand-replacing fires
that ignite from adjacent types (Graham et al. 1999, USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1998).
Without a major disturbance or overgrazing, these stands should remain relatively stable, resilient,
and available for goshawks, both in the short- and long-term (Graham et al. 1999).

Douglas-fir - This cover type is dominated by Douglas-fir or Douglas-fir mixed with other species.
Less than 2 percent of the type is occupied by ponderosa pine (ibid.), one of the primary seral
species. The current multiple canopies and dominance by Douglas-fir within this type, make it
very ptible to root di and insects. As a result, current forests of this cover type are
relatively unstable and are at risk to wide spread stand replacing disturbances including epidemics
of insects and diseases. Without the reintroduction of fire or restoration activities to stabilize
conditions and promote seral species, these forests will continue to be unstable and decrease in
value for the goshawk (Graham et al. 1999).

The northern goshawk nests in a wide range of forested cover types. Most of the 421 known nests located
during project level surveys occur in mid-elevation (6,000 f.) to high-elevation (10,000 ft.) sites occupied
by mature quaking aspen or coniferous forests. There are some regional differences in goshawk use of
certain forest cover types. For example, few nests were found in the northeastern national forests high
elevation Engelmann/subalpine fir forests; while in southern national forests, Engelmann spruce was used
frequently for nesting. In the project area’s northern national forests, the greatest proportion of the known
nests occurs in mixed lodgepole pine and quaking aspen forests; in southern Utah, the greatest proportion
of nests occur in Engelmann spruce, and ponderosa pine (Appendix E, Table 5). Goshawk use of
ponderosa pine for nesting is moderate when compared to use in lodgepole pine/quaking aspen (ibid.). In
contrast, goshawks extensively use the ponderosa pine cover type in northern Arizona (Reynolds et al.
1994). However, Reynolds et al. (1992) and Graham et al. (1999) found that goshawks nest in sites with
similar structural characteristics within each cover type in Utah and Arizona/New Mexico; generally,
mature to old forests with relatively large trees, high canopy closure (relative to surrounding areas), sparse
ground cover and open understories (Appendix E, Table 6).
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This limited use of ponderosa pine forests may be due to the current forest conditions on national forests.
These forests were partially cut following mountain pine beetle outbreaks in the 1970s and 1980s. With
many large trees removed, nesting habitat for goshawks was reduced. In northeastern national forests,
historical nests were observed in ponderosa pine forests but no active nests have been located since the
forests were harvested in the late 1980s (Graham et al. 1999). And, there is limited evidence of goshawk
nesting activity in southern national forests ponderosa pine forests which were also partially harvested
during the 1970s-1990s resulting in large areas of low density, relatively small diameter trees.

However, there are differing opinions in the biological community on the importance or role of habitat
attributes iated with the goshawk and its prey. These differences, described by AGFD (1993); FWS
Region 2 (1992), and Crocker-Bedford and Chaney (1988), focused primarily on canopy closures, the
need for open understories, and the amounts of mature and old forests in some home ranges. They
contend that higher canopy closures are needed than promoted by Reynolds et al. (1992), dense
understories are not necessarily a problem, and the amount of mature and old forest recommended in
Reynolds et al. (1992) or how it’s impacted by activities is inappropriate.

Also, in 1996 The Wildlife Society completed a technical review of Reynolds et al. (1992) Management
Recommendations For The Northern Goshawk In The Southwestern United States (Braun et al. 1996). It
asserted that these recorr dations repre d an innovative approach to forest management because
they encouraged forest managers to consider forest ecosystems as assemblages of interacting species of
plants and animals. It went on to state that prescriptions for habitat management to benefit northern
goshawk needed to be ecosystem-specific, realizing that prescriptions may need to be tailored to the
watershed scale. But, it cautioned against the widespread impl ion of the recc dations without
additional management direction to insure consistency and monitoring of their effects on the goshawk, and
other components of the forest system (ibid.). Reynolds et al. (1992) was one of the foundation
documents of Graham et al. (1999).

Reynolds et al. (1992) defined desired conditions for goshawk foraging habitat on the basis of prey
ecoiogy. The "food web" approach to habitat management received support from the technical reviewers
(Braun et al. 1996). This same approach was used by Graham et al. (1999) to characterize goshawk
foraging habitats in Utah. Important prey species described by Graham et al. (1999) include avian and
mammal species, such as snowshoe hare, woodpeckers, jays, and grouse. For a list of selected goshawk
prey species refer to Appendix E, Table 7. These species were identified from field observations made
during the breeding season, including several mammals identified as dominant prey by Squires and
Reynolds (1997). However, due to the lack of data based on direct observations, the variety of mammals
in goshawk diets may be underestimated (Boal and Mannan 1994). Important habitat attributes for
maintaining populations of selected prey include large down woody debris, snags, large trees, understory
vegetation, openings, mix of structural stages, and interlocking tree crowns (ibid.). For a more complete
description of these attributes and their relation to selected prey species, refer to Appendix E, Table 8.

Graham et al. (1999) concluded that, in general, existing habitat appears to be capable of supporting a
viable population of goshawks at the state spatial scale. These finding were consistent with the FWS's
Twelve-Month Finding On The Petition To List The Northern Goshawk which concluded that while forest
management (e.g., timber harvest and fire exclusion) has changed the vegetation characteristics
throughout much of the western United States, the goshawk continues to be well-distributed throughout its
historic range. And, no evidence was found to indicate that the goshawk population is declining in the
western United States, that habitat is limiting the overall population, that there are any significant areas of
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extirpation, or that a significant curtailment of the species habitat or range is occurring (FR, June 29,
1998, Vol. 63, No. 124, pages 35183-35184).

However, differing opinions from the biological community exist on the subject of declining populations.
Reynolds et al. (1992), Braun et al. (1996), USDI Fish and Wildlife Service (1998), Graham et al. (1999),
and Kennedy (1997) found no evidence from the information they reviewed to indicate that northern
goshawk populations are declining either in the State of Utah or in the western United States. Their
findings differed from those of Smallwood (1998) and Crocker-Bedford (1990 and 1998) who believed
evidence of decline does exist. The debate centers around the methods and variables that are most
appropriate for assessing whether a species has declined significantly to warrant listing under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). DeStefano (1998), recognizing the strengths from approaches described
by Kennedy (1997), Smallwood (1998) and Crocker-Bedford (1998), recommended more research and
management at all levels -- populations, communities, and ecosystems, and felt the goshawk is a good
candidate for this multilevel approach.

Based on determinations found in the HCS (Utah NFs et al. 1998) and the Assessment (Graham et al.
1999), the absence of evidence of a population decline on NFS lands since 1991, and the FWS findings
(FR, June 29, 1998, Vol. 63, No. 124, pages 35183-35184), the Goshawk Technical Team concluded that
the goshawk population in the State of Utah is viable.

Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Plant and Animal Species - Section 2 of the ESA states that

"...all Federal departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered species and threatened species
and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act." Section 7 of the ESA directs
Federal departments and agencies to ensure that actions authorized, funded, or carried out by them are not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or endangered species or result in
destruction or adverse modification of their critical habitats.

Several threatened, endangered, and proposed (TEP) species found on the six Utah NFs are occasionally
observed in forested habitats; however, they do not require them for foraging or reproduction. Only two
TEP species require forest habitat for foraging and/or reproduction, or may be affected by disturbances in
adjacent forested habitat -- the Canada lynx and Mexican Spotted Owl. Therefore, only these two species
are discussed in detail.

His(orif:ally. the Canada lynx is known to occur in the northern part of Utah, primarily in the Uintas and
Bear River Mountain Ranges. Therefore, the Canada lynx discussion in Chapter 4 only addresses
potentially suitable habitat in northern Utah.

The Mexican Spotted Owl has been documented nesting in southern Utah only. A documented occurrence
was made in northeastern Utah, however no nest was located. Unlike the Pacific Northwest's Northern
Spotted Owl, the Mexican Spotted Owl has only been documented nesting in steep walled canyon
complexes in Utah . Thus, further discussions concerning the Mexican Spotted Owl in Chapter 4 focus on
potentially suitable habitat in these steep-walled canyons or along the surrounding canyon rims

Refer to Appendix E, Tables 9 and 10 for a complete list of TEP species that occur on the six Utah NFs .

Management Indicator Species and Sensitive Plant and Animal Species - Many other wildlife, fish

and rare plant species inhabit Utah's NFs other than those discussed above. The NFMA directs that on
NFS lands, habitats for all existing native and desired non-native plants, fish, and wildlife species will be
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managed to maintain at least viable populations of such species. In achieving this objective, habitat must
be provided for the number and distribution of reproductive individuals nceded to ensure the continued
existence of a species throughout its geographic range and the maintenance of diverse and productive
habitats for wildlife, fish and sensitive plants (FSM 2601-2603).

Because it would be impossible to monitor the effects of management on every individual species that
occurs, NFMA specified that "certain vertebrate species ... shall be identified for selection as indicators of
the effects of management.”" Manag t indicator species (MIS) have been identified in each of the six
Utah forest plans. Sensitive species, economically or socially important species, sp ies that have special
habitat needs, and other species have typically been designated as MIS. Effects to MIS species is the basis
for disclosure of effects to all wildlife species found on NFS lands affected by this amendment. However,
only those MIS and sensitive species which occur in habitats used by goshawks are discussed. A complete
listing of sensitive plant and animal species is in Appendix E, Tables 11 and 12, respectively. Table 13 in
Appendix E provides a complete listing of MIS species for each national forest affected, with those
species which occur in habitats used by goshawks identified.

Species associated with aquatic and riparian habitats only are not discussed. Current direction in forest
plans is not affected by this amendment and will continue to protect these systems.

3.4 SOCIAL COMPONENTS

The population base affected by this project is primarily Utah as well as small portions of southwestern
Wyoming, and western Colorado. Although the area of influence includes states other than Utah, the
social components focus on Utah with the analysis focusing on the changes that have occurred since those
forest plans were developed in the early and mid-1980s. A more detailed, Forest-specific discussion on
social components is in each of the Forest Plans for the six affected national forests.

3.4.1 Environmental Justice

Environmental justice ensures that Forest Service programs, policies, and activities affecting human health
or the environment do not exclude minorities and low income groups from participation in or the benefits
of programs or activities based on race or economic status.

In 1990, minorities made up about 9 percent of the state’s total population. By mid-1998, Utah's

minorities made up almost 12 percent (252,000) of the total population (2,100,000), putting it above the
national average (Ogden Standard Examiner 1999).
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l As.l'an-Paciﬁc

Aijcan-A_mcricans make up 0.9 percent of the population (18,900); Hispanics, 6.8 percent (142,800);
Asmn{Paclﬁc Islands, 2.5 percent (52,500); and Native Americans 1.8 percent (37,800) (Ogden Standard-
Exgmmer. 1999). The majority of minorities and the greatest concentration of African Americans,
Asians, and Hispanics reside in Salt Lake, Davis, Weber, and Utah Counties. The majority of Native
Americans live in Salt Lake, San Juan, Uintah, Duchesne, and Utah Counties. Minority groups live
throughout Utah and are employed in the full spectrum of occupations. Some work for industries related
to forest products or services and may be dependent on forest products or services for their livelihood
(Utah Governor's Office 1999).

There are seven Indian tribes living on reservations in Utah. The largest reservation groups are the Uintah
and Curay tribes (17,200+) in Duchesne and Uintah Counties. The Navajo Nation reservation located in
San Jual:l Cm'mty has approximately 5,500 people. And, there are approximately 645 Paiutes living on
reservations in Iron, Millard, Sevier, and Washington Counties; 251+ Ute Mountain Indians live on
reservations in San Juan County and on Trust Land; 76+ Goshute Indians are in Juab and Tooele Counties;
and 32+ Skull Valley Goshute Indians are in Tooele County. Representatives from 26 other tribes also
live in counties throughout the State (ibid.).

Most of the Ute Nation is located in or adjacent to the Uinta Mountain Range and the Ashley NF. The
Naya_jo Nation is in southeastern Utah and northern Arizona with strong i in land

actmt.iw on the Manti-LaSal, Dixie, Ashley, Fishlake, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache NFs. The White Mesa
Ute tribe has cattle permits on the Manti-LaSal NF (ibid.). Native Americans have both non-traditional

?:conomic) as well as traditional ties to the land, religious/heritage sites located on various national
orests.

th has a low poverty rate. Statistics (ibid.) show 8.9% of the total population of Utah in poverty. Only
six states l}ave_ lower poverty rates. The national average was 13.3% in 1997. The majority of low income
residents live in thc_hjghly populated counties including Salt Lake, Utah, Weber, and Davis. Some small
towns and c« ies adj to national forests have a greater percentage of low income residents due
to a dependency on agriculture or trade industries for income. Of the rural counties, San Juan and
Duchesne Counties have the highest percentage of low income residents (28.3% and 20.7%, respectively).
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Some low income residents could be dependent on forest products or resources for their livelihood, but
data is not available to substantiate.

3.4.2 Social Groups, Values, and Systems

Although most Utah residents live in urban environments and work in non-agricultural jobs, Utah’s NFs
are important to them for water, recreation, and other resources. While people living within and adjacent
to national forests can be extremely influenced by forest management activities, forest management
activities can also affect other individuals and groups on a local, regional, and national basis.

Increasingly, rural communities are diversifying their economies and expanding their interest in and uses
of national forests. Communities that once depended almost exclusively on commodity production from
the forests for their economic well-being are now capitalizing on a wider range of goods and services.

Cities are important links in the delivery of recreation services and information because national forest
visitors use urban lodging and restaurant facilities, equipment suppliers, and outfitting services before
traveling to recreation destinations. Urb ites are an increasingly important constituency of the national
forests.

Key social groups influencing forest management activities include industry and agriculture (loggers,
ranchers, farmers, miners), recreation (ski resorts, outfitted recreationists, hikers and backpackers,
motorized recreationists, non-motorized recreationists, water recreationists, hunters, anglers, etc.),
environmentally-oriented groups, and business interests. It should be noted that an individual may fit into
several groups, depending on the issue or activity of concern.

The following descriptions of the various groups and their value systems are in general categories
developed for analytical purposes; individuals may not perfectly fit a specific group. Cross ties may exist
between these groups because of such factors as religious affiliations, family relations, social
organizations, and recreational preferences.

Ranching-Farming - This group is comprised of individuals involved in livestock production and the
growing of grain crops, hay and pasture, and vegetable crops. Many are long-time residents of Utah with
ranches and farms having been passed to successive generations. This group also includes ethnic
minorities, usually Hispanics, who provide manual labor to the ranchers and farmers. In some instances,
the land sustains this group’s life style and livelihood. Livestock production declined overall in Utah for
1998 as compared to 1997. Currently, economic instability in ranching and farming creates uncertainty in
this group. Grazing on public lands is an integral part of many ranch operations.

Timber Operators/Wood Product Manufacturing - This group includes individuals involved in
logging, the manufacturing of wood products, and commercial firewood cutting. Although these
industries are not major employers in Utah, all six of the affected national forests have commercial wood

production.

The traditional timber industry in the project area is comprised primarily of small, family-operated
business ventures. These small businesses are scattered across Utah and in adjacent areas in southeastern
Wyoming and western Colorado. They generally operate close to their home base, where products are
available nearby. This makes it possible for working family members to spend their evenings and
weekends at home, rather than camped at a work site.
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Several company-owned mills are located in Utah. These qualify as +*small businesses’’ according to the
rules of the Small Busi Association. These companies employ both local and out-of-state loggers and
workers. Their ties to local communities are not as strong as with the traditional family-based operations.

While no large industry is located within the project area, large industry is a player in the timber market in
Utah. Louisiana-Pacific (operating out of Colorado and Wyoming) and Boise Cascade (operating from
Idaho) actively seek opportunities and occasionally purchase sales in the State. Both companies have
become more active in the State in recent years.

Recreationists - Easily the largest and most visible on national forests, this group includes local residents
as well as visitors from throughout the United States and the world. They use forests seasonally for a
wide variety of recreational purposes including hunting, fishing, camping, hiking and backpacking, rock-
climbing, water skiing, mountain biking, river-running, snowmobiling, and snow skiing. Another
important recreational group are falconry clubs, located primarily in the Uintah Basin.

Scenic quality is the landscape character (the visual combination of natural and cultural attributes) that
provides landscape identity, sense of place, and scenic integrity (the completeness of the desired
character). Landscapes with variety in vegetative patterns, water features, and rock and land forms can
tolerate human-built elements or natural events and have high scenic integrity. Conversely, landscapes
with monotonous character reveal deviations quickly and have low scenic integrity. All resource
management activities attempt to achieve long-term sustainable goals within the scenic integrity objectives
identified in the forest planning process.

Retail Trade, Tourism, and Service - This group sells merchandise, provides lodging, amusement and
professional services, and works in finance, insurance, and real estate. They include long-time residents
and newcomers to the area. Although employment opportunities for this group are not directly dependent
on commodity outputs from national forests, they are dependent on the economic stability and growth of
the area, especially recreational opportunities. Their employment, life style, and income can be linked to
the strength of other activities in or around national forests. For example, winter skiing conditions that
attract large numbers of skiing enthusiasts directly affects incomes for communities adjacent to ski resorts
and the hotels, food services, transportation, and entertainment services offered.

Prod - Utah’s NFs contain significant mineral deposits in amounts usable for
commercial production. Less than one percent of Utah's population are employed in this industry (Utah
Govemor's Office 1999).

3.4.3 Heritage Resources

The Heritage program protects and interprets the historic and cultural heritage of NFS lands and shares
related information with the public for its enjoyment and education. Utah’s NFs manage for a wide
diversity of uses and users including interpretation for the general public, conservation for scientific
values and future generations and access for Native American traditional practices. A more detailed,
Forest-specific discussion on heritage resources is in each of the Forest Plans for the six affected national
forests.

Legal Framework - The Forest Service is required to inventory and evaluate cultural resources on NFS
lands and to protect, enhance and nominate significant cultural resources for listing in the National
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Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The criteria for listing in the Register refer to the qualities of
significance in American history, architecture, archaeology and culture. Once a site has been evaluated
for its National Register significance, management activities are generally focused on those determined to
be eligible for the NRHP.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, requires the Forest Service to
! ine if federally funded, permitted, or licensed activities will affect significant cultural resources.
An undertaking is any project that can result in changes to the character or qualities of a site that make it

ligible for the National Register. For most projects, consideration of the effects of an undertaking on
cultural p ds in sequential steps of invi y, evaluation and determinations of effect.
Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
and interested parties occurs during these various phases to assist in identification efforts and to find ways
to lessen impacts if adverse effects are anticipated.

For large or complex projects or classes of undertakings that would requi yus individual req

for comment or where effects cannot be fully determined in advance of an undertaking, the implementing
regulations for Section 106 allow agencies to develop programmatic p d and to impl t phased
compliance programs [36 CFR §80013(a)].

Cultural Resources - Cultural resources consist of sites, str and objects used by prehistoric and
historic peoples. These ph rep! the physical remains of past human lifeways and activities
in the forests. Prehistoric rep: ions may include scatters of chipped stone tools, groundstone
artifacts and ceramics (termed lithic and ceramic scatters), pithouse depressions, pueblo ruins, stone and
mud food storage granaries, living trees which were peeled by native peoples to obtain inner bark for food,
rockshelters, stone tool quarries, sweat lodges, projectile points and other manifestations of aboriginal life
styles spanning the last 12,000 years. Historic site types may include trails from Spanish exploration,
pioneer settlement, and early military use, structures and modified landscape features from mining,

ranching, he ding, railroading, and ion activities and developments during government
administration of the forests.

The Forest Service seeks to provide the American people and future generations with opportunities to
enjoy and appreciate the nation’s rich and diverse cultural heritage. The affected national forests offer
unique opportunities to protect and interpret the nation’s shared American heritage contained within
archaeological and historical sites. Their cultural resources represent both ancient lifeways and the
traditions of living peoples. Some ceremonial sites are still in use by Native Americans today. For
example, Bears Ears Peak is an important site to Native Americans.

Human habitation of the mountains, valleys, canyons and mesas of the Utah NFs has been continuous for
the last 10,000 years and probably longer. Remains of past human lifeways are found throughout the
forests. Since the mid-1970s, the Forest Service has conducted cultural r inventories to identify
and evaluate cultural resources. These surveys have been conducted largely in advance of proposed
undertakings on federal lands. Since that time, approximately 244,000 acres of NFS lands have been
examined inventoried at various survey intensities resulting in the identification of over 8,300 sites.

Appendix E, Table 14 provides data on the status of cultural resource inventories and inventoried sites.
Using this Table, it is tempting to generalize about the number of sites that should be expected to be
located within the Utah NFs. However, because many of the surveys to locate cultural resources were
conducted in support of other land developments, and not strictly to gain data that could be used to predict
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the numbers, types and location of sites in the forests, it is not possible to provide accurate estimate of the
total number of expected sites in each of the Forests without much more detailed analysis/data.

The affected naticnal forests contain sites which are also listed in the National Register of Historic Places.
On the Dixie NF these include the Mountain Meadows Massacre Site, the Pine Valley Chapel and Tithing
Office and the Long Flat Prehistoric Stone Tool Quarry. In the Fishlake NF, the Gooseberry Historic
District containing approximately 175 individual prehistoric properties and the Aspen Cloud Rockshelters
have been nominated to the National Register. On the Manti-LaSal NF, the historic Great Basin Range and
Watershed R h Station containing approxi ly 10 buildings and associated features and the
Pinhook Battlefield Site are listed in the National Register. In addition, an area within the Monticello
Ranger District of the Manti-LaSal NF containing prehistoric Anasazi pueblo sites may be eligible for
listing as a Historic District.

Interpreted historic sites in the Utah NFs include Swett Ranch and the Ute Fire Lookout (Ashley NF),
Bullion Canyon Gold and Silver Mining Sites (Fishlake NF), the Great Basin Research Station, Stuart
Ranger Station, Dry Wash and Devils Canyon Ruins (Manti-LaSal NF), and Wildcat Ranger Station
(Dixie NF).

A more complete discussion of cultural resource is included in the individual Forest Plans.
3.5 ECONOMIC COMPONENTS

The geographic area described in this Envirc tal As 1t includes the entire State of Utah, with
small portions of Wyoming and Colorado, and is economically complex. There are substantial amounts of
timber, forage, recreation, water, fish, wildlife, minerals, and other resources or resource uses provided
from NFS lands in the area under consideration. The economic value associated with these resources and
uses is substantial. State and private lands provide additional amounts of many of those resources and
resource uses, but those uses are not addressed in this dc b the manag direction applies
only to lands administered by the Forest Service. The total geographic area also encompasses many cities,
towns, and rural populated areas. Each of these population centers or areas has its own economic
structure, which is integrated with a wider subregional economy, which, in turn, is part of an even larger
regional economy. All are affected by State, national, and international economic activity and events.

The state with the largest area affected is Utah, thus economic sectors in this state are most likely to be
affected by changes in management direction proposed. Though changes may have some effects to the
economies of Colorado and Wyoming, due to the limited area affected (less than 1% of either state) the
change will not measurably affect economic sectors in those states. Therefore, discussions below will
focus on the economic sectors in the State of Utah, with limited discussions concerning the economies in
Wyoming and Colorado.

Of the industry groups contributing to Utah's economy, the services sector is the largest. It accounts for
one-third of all employment and is expected to claim 417,000+ jobs by 2001 (Utah Governor's Office
1999). Service-producing industries contain many diverse activities including transportation,
communication, and utilities; trade (wholesale and retail); finance, insurance and real estate; services and
government.

The smallest job category is agriculture with about 23,950 workers, 2% of total employment. It includes
nursery workers, animal caretakers, gardeners and grounds keepers as well as farm and ranch occupations.
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Although it is expected that agriculture will grow by 2,000+ new jobs over the 1996 to 2001 period, this is
the smallest rate of growth of any of the job categories and growth will occur mostly in job titles related to
landscaping and lawn services (ibid.).

A more detailed, Forest-specific di ion on is in each of the Forest Plans for the
six affected national forests This analysis focuses on the changu that have occurred since those forest
plans were developed in the early and mid-1980s.

3.5.1 Wood Products

The traditional timber industry in the project area is comprised primarily of small, family-operated
business ventures. These small businesses are scattered across Utah and in adjacent areas in southeastern
Wyoming and wutem Colorado. They generally operate close to their home base, where products are

ilable nearby. ion for each mill varies from only a few hundred thousand to a few million
board feet per yw Their markets are generally local and may often be limited by product type.

Several company-owned mills are located in Utah. These qualify as *‘small businesses’” according to the
rules of the Small Busi Administration. These companies employ both local and out-of-state loggers
and workers. It is not unusua] for these operations to truck logs from 100 miles or more from their mills.
Their markets are both local and regional.

While no large industry is located within the project area, large industry is a player in the timber market in
Utah. Louisiana-Pacific (operating out of Colorado and Idaho) and Boise Cascade (opemnng from Idaho)
actively seek opportunities and occasionally purchase sales in the State. Both companies have become
more active in the State in recent years due, in part, to relatively large salvage sales being offered as the
Forest Service has tried to cope with epidemic levels of insects that have not previously been experienced
within the State. The volume offered in these sales has exceeded previous norms.

C dates that national forests be d for multiple uses. Timber commodity production is
one of the identified uses. While Utah’s forest lands are not the high-producing lands of some other parts
of the country, they do produce some quality wood. Until recent years nearly all of the lumber produced
from Utah’s forests was used locally. In recent years, with harvest productions down in some of the
traditional lumber producing portions of the West, Utah logs and lumber have become more attractive and
are being trucked to neighboring states. From 1994 through 1998 Utah's NFs produced approximately
150 million board feet (averaging 30 million per year) for a value of approxlma(cly $22,000,000 ($4.4
million per year) (Paroz 1999). This production contributed jobs to local economies, and approximately
25% of these funds are returned to the counties for use in schoo's and on local roads (Payments in Lieu of
Taxes). For Fiscal Year 1997, the State of Utah received in payment from national forest receipts totalling
$1,598,864.83 (USDA Forest Service 1997a).

3.52 Grazing

Vegetation management on NFS lands helps meet the goal to provide multiple benefits within the
capabilities of ecosystems. The program continues to reflect an ecosystem perspective emphasizing
restoration and long-term health of rangelands. The Forest Service ges 1 lands for multiple uses.

The balance among these uses and values has changed over time in response to changs in demands for
these various goods and services
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Where livestock grazing is a use, many factors affect the supply and demand for forage for livestock. One
factor that influences supply of forage for grazing available on a national forest is the limitations applied
to grazing where it occurs. A general framework for these constraints is contained in the affected Forest
Plans. Specific grazing capacities, and therefore, maximum supply potential on the national forest, is
established through the allotment plnnmng process on individual allotments. The maximum amount of use
determined for an allotment is establish idering the desired vegetation conditions for the allotment
area, range productivity and trends, other resource conditions and uses. Allotment management plans are
updated periodically, as funds are available and as resource conditions and other factors warrant.

The lands most commonly associated with providing forage for grazing by both wild and domestic
ungulates are grasslands and shrublands, but forest lands (especially aspen) also support an understory of
grasses, shrubs, and forbs. The demand for domestic animal grazing is a derived demand, depending
ultimately on the demand for sheep and cattle products. The limiting factor on grazing is supply.
Examining demand for forage presents some difficulties because less than 10 percent of forage consumed
by livestock is leased or sold in an observable market. The price for forage from private lands is usually
not determined by competitive bidding within a market system because this forage is often produced
within the farm or ranch enterprise. Prices for forage from NFS lands is set by federal laws. In Utah, most
of the grazing land base is federally owned and not competitively leased. Grazing fees that permittees
pay, which is determined by a formula, has been $1.35 per head month for the past few years.

Livestock grazing on the Utah NFs is a historic and traditional use of the forage resource. Early settlers
grazed livestock in Utah long before the establish of the national forests. The national forests issue
term grazing permits for livestock that specify the type and number of livestock and the season of use.
There are 539 active allotments on the six Utah NFs and 12 vacant allotments

Demand for cattle and sheep is primarily a function of domestic demand. In the nation and throughout the
project area, overall demand for beef is increasing in response to population increases, while per capita
demand continues to decrease. Associated with this, the inventory of cattle has been increasing.
Consequently, the amount of forage needed for cattle is increasing. On the six affected national forests,
supply is at capacity. In FY 1997, these national forests permitted use of forage for 634,000 animal unit
months (AUMs) of privately owned livestock on NFS lands.

3.5.3 Mineral Resources

The Forest Service and Intermountain Region are mandated to foster economic activity by facilitating
energy and mineral development on NFS lands, and to protect historic and natural values. Exploration,
development, and production of energy and minerals within NFS contributes to economic growth, creates
jobs in rural communities, and raises revenues for the Treasury and States. The unique geology of Utah's
NFs contributes significantly to the amount of mineral activity that will occur within its boundaries.

Mineral activities and Forest Service authority to manage them depends on the types of commodity and
the legal status of the NFS lands on which they occur.

In general, mineral commodities can be classified into three categories:
« Mineral Materials

+ Leasable Minerals
* Locatable Minerals
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In addition, land status affects the legal authorities which apply to management and disposal of these
minerals.

NFS lands reserved from the public domain.

Acquired lands. All minerals on acquired lands are disp d of through leases issued by the BLM.
In all cases the BLM must obtain FS prior to issuing leases on acquired lands. Since the
acreage of acquired lands is small and activities discretionary, this category of land status is not
discussed further in this EA.

Lands with outstanding or reserved rights.

The following describes the mineral activities in these categories which are occurring on the National
Forests in Utah.

- Mineral materials are common minerals such as stone, gravel, cinders, and
decorative rock whose disposal is authorized under the The Materials Act of July 31, 1947. This Act
provided for the disposal of mineral materials on the public lands through bidding, negotiated contracts,
or free use. The Forest Service has full authority to make decisions regarding disposal of mineral
materials on all categories of NFS lands.

In FY98, approximately 200,000 tons of mineral materials were removed from NFS lands in Utah, with
approximately 1/2 of that volume removed by the Forest Service for its own use. This level of use is
expected to grow as the demand for construction and maintenance of public and private infrastructure
increases.

Activities associated with the removal of mineral materials include excavation, temporary storage and
transport of the materials. Typical sites are small, from less than } acre to 5 acres. Most mineral material
sites are adjacent to or near existing access roads, and do not require signicant amounts of new access
construction.

Authority for disposal of mineral materials for both Aquired and NFS lands are similar, but on certain
acquired lands disposal is limited to certain public agencies and purposes.

- These are minerals which are disposed of on NFS lands under the authority of the
General Mining Law of 1872. This law grants individuals a statutory right to explore for and develop
these minerals, unless the land is formally withdrawn from mineral entry. Forest Service authority to
manage locatable mineral activities is limited to some extent, in that we may not deny proposed
operations, or make them impossible through imposing restrictive management requirements or
conditions. However within those sideboards, the Forest Service may require mitigation and conditions
to minimize adverse impacts on surface resources.

The primary locatable mineral activity on the national forests in Utah is exploration and mining for lode
gold, silver, copper, and other metals. Exploration and mining for these commodities typically occurs in
areas where historic mining has occurred, or where the geology is conducive to the discovery and
production of ically valuable mineral deposi
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Typical surface disturbing activities associated with locatable minerals include:

o Prospecting - 1dentifying an area that has potential for mineral development involves activities
with limited surface disturbance such as geologic mapping, scil or water sampling.
Exploration - Physically searching for a mineral deposit within an area. Typical exploration
activities include construction of roads, drill pads, underground adits and trenching.
Development - Gathering information to determine whether a deposit can be mined/developed
involves activities described under exploration, and also include construction of mine facilities
such as adits, open pits, waste dumps, milling and other support facilities.

Production - Production of minerals from the deposit involves use of the facilities constructed
under development

¢ Reclamation - Restoration of the area following production of areas disturbed by mining.

Most locatable mineral activity in the recent past involves maintenance of existing facilities with hopes of
improved economics for the specific commodity, with limited new exploration and production of
minerals. There are no large (defined as requiring more than 1/2 person years of administration) locatable
operations on NFS lands in Utah. The Manti-LaSal NF contains a gypsum mine and the Uintah NF
contains a limestone mine reporting significant mineral production.

Future locatable mineral activity is likely to occur in areas of existing operations and where the geology is
favorable for the formation of economic mineral deposits. Significant future exploration or development
is not expected and the potential for future mineral discovery is considered low.

On acquired lands, minerals which are locatable on NFS lands are disposed of by prospecting permit
(exploration) and leasing rather than under the 1872 Mining Law. The BLM issues prospecting permits
and leases for hardrock minerals on aquired lands. but must obtain the consent of the Forest Service to do
so. The amount of leasable hardrock activity in Utah is insignificant.

Qutstanding And Reserved Mineral Rights - Outstanding and reserved minerals rights are rights to the
mineral estate held by an entity other than the holder of the surface rights, in this case, the Forest Service.
Two such areas are within the affected environment: on the Evanston Ranger District, Wasatch-Cache
NF, where the railroad has retained the mineral rights for the railroad grant lands and around Strawberry
Reservoir on the Uinta NF where the Water Users Association has the right to lease the minerals and
collect royalties.

The Forest Service may impose reasonable restrictions on persons exercising outstanding or reserved
inineral rights, but may not deny or unreasonably restrict such activities. The reserved mineral rights may
include all minerals.

Leasable Minerals - The Mineral Lands Leasing Act of February 25, 1920 was the first law which
authorized the Secretary of the Interior to issue leases for certain minerals (currently applies to coal,
phosphate, sodium, potassium, oil, il shale, gilsonite, and gas). This law removed these minerals from
the operation of the General Mining Law of 1872 and applies to NFS lands. In 1970 the Geothermal
Steam Act added geothermal steam to the list of minerals that could be leased on National Forest
System Lands by the Secretary of the Interior.
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Most leasable activities except for oil and gas, occur on lease, after a lease has been issued. The exception
is prospecting which is described below. Prospecting activities are approved through issuance of a
prospecting permit or exploration license issued by the BLM or the FS. The BLM must have the FS
consent for prospecting permits and exploration licenses issued for coal. The Forest Service issues
prospecting permits for oil and gas. The BLM does not need FS consent to issue prospecting permits and
exploration licenses for solid, non-energy leaseable minerals (phosphates for example); however, the BLM
generally accepts Forest Service recommendations.

The BLM is responsible for issuing all leases on Federal lands and on private lands for which the Federal
government retains mineral rights. The BLM cannot issue oil and gas, coal leases for lands administered
by the Forest Service “vithout their consent. Leases are issued for a 10-year period and can be extended if
discoveries and production occur.

For solid, non-energy, leasable minerals such as phosphate or sodium, the Forest Service does not have
consent authority over leasing and lease operation decisions except on acquired lands. The authority rests
with the BLM. However, the BLM generally accepts Forest Service recommendations on lease issuance
and lease operations.

The Forest Service identifies areas on NFS lands which are available for leasing either through the NEPA
process and individual environmental statements, or through the forest planning process. In areas where
exploration and development of leasable minerals would adversely affect other resources or public uses,
the NEPA or forest planning process is used to identify measures to mitigate impacts. Such mitigation
measures are then applied to leases as either stipulations to uses or as restrictions on surface occupancy.

Once a lease is issued, the lessee obtains legal rights to exploration and development subject to the terms
of the lease and applicable state and federal law. Post-lease activities (exploration, development,
production, reclamation) on the lease must be approved by the Forest Service and BLM. At this time, site
specific resource protection measures are developed through the NEPA process and applied through
conditions of approval to the surface use plan of operations. Such measures must be within the scope of
the rights granted under the terms of the lease.

Typical activities which may occur in exploration and development of leasable minerals are:

« Prospecting - Prospecting for solid leasable minerals include activities similar to that described for
locatable minerals.

Prospecting for oil and gas typically involves collection of seismic data. This activity consists of a
source of ground induced vibration, typically by explosives or mechanical, truck-mounted
thumper,” and a listening or receiving device. These methods require vehicular access, but
typically utilize existing roads where necessary. Prospecting may occur off-lease as well as
on-lease.

All prospecting, whether on or off lease, is authorized by issuance of a prospecting permit or
exploration license. Prospecting activities on-lease are considered part of the legal right granted by
the lease and may not be denied, while off-lease prospecting is discretionary on the part of the
Forest Service, except in of solid, non-energy minerals where FS authority is limited to
recommending to the BLM, measures to protect surface resources. In all cases measures to protect
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surface resources are applied to the to activities through conditions imposed in the prospecting
permit or exploration license.

Exploration - Solid leasable exploration is similar to that described for locatable minerals, and
typically occurs on-lease, after a lease has been issued.

0il and gas exploration is typically done by drilling an exploratory well. This typically involves
road and drill pad construction and operation of drilling rig and support facilities. This activity
typically on-lease, after a lease has been issued.

Such exploration activities are regulated by the FS or BLM through conditions of approval which
are applied to operating or surface plans. For oil & gas and coal, the FS must approve these plans,
for solid, non-energy leasable minerals the FS rect ds such to the BLM. These
are designed to minimize adverse surface resource disturbance. The extent to which
exploration activities can be regulated is controlled by the terms of the lease as well as other state

and federal legal requirements.

Development - Develop of solid leasable minerals is similar to that described for locatable
minerals. Phosphate is typically developed with open pit mining methods, while in Utah, coal is
developed via underground mining methods. The FS can regulate (in the case of coal), or
recommend regulation to the BLM through requiring conditions of approval to be included in
operating or surface plans, so long as the basic legal right to development which was granted the
lessee is not impaired.

Oil or gas development occurs through a series of production wells. The number and spacing of
production wells and associated road access depends on the characteristics of the oil or gas
resource discovered. The Forest Service can regulate the location of roads and drill pads through
requiring conditions of approval in operating or surface use plans, so long as the basic legal rights
to development granted the lessee are not impaired.

Production - Production of leasable minerals from the deposit involves use of the facilities
constructed under development

Reclamation - Restoration of the area following production of areas disturbed by exploration,
development and production activities.

Significant leasable mineral activity on NFS lands in Utah include exploration and development of
phosphate, coal and oil and gas.

il and Gas - The following table displays the acreage on Utah’s National Forests which are under oil
and gas lease:
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Table 4: Acreage under oil and gas lease on Utah’s National Forests

Eorest Producing Forest Totals

Ashley 00 97,107. 5,200.16 J 102,307.66
Dixie .00 d 1,850.0C 9.370.43 J 14,721.43
Fishlake .00 e 0.00 00 | . J 280.00
00
00

Manti-LaSal . 209.486.47 | 16.409.88 3 K 376,983.45

Uinta J 4 880.00 .00 A .00 880.00
Wasatch- 10,621.81 52,969.39 16,838.24 40.00 108,123.74
Cache
TOTALS | 10,621.81 3342232 363,573.36_| 47,818.71 X 3,541.00 604,296.28

Future Oil & Gas Activity - Three EISs have been prepared by the Forest Service for oil and gas leasing
on Utaho Forests:

o Ashley and Uinta NFs: In September 1997, the Ashley and Uinta NFs issued a Final
Envirc I Impact S t (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD) for the Western Uinta
Basin Oil and Gas Leasing (USDA Forest Service 1997). The area involved is approximately
401,000 acres of adjacent portions of the Uinta and Ashley NFs. The area encompasses lands with
high and moderate potential for oil and gas occurrence located on the south unit of the Duchesne
Ranger District, Ashley NF, and a portion of the Uinta NF's Heber and Spanish Fork Ranger
Districts south and west of Strawberry Reservoir. Of the 401,000 acres of NFS lands,
approximately 204,000 acres are within the Ashley NF and 197,000 acres are within the Uinta NF.
The study area included portions of Duchesne, Wasatch, and Utah counties.

Manti-La Sal NF: In January, 1993, a ROD was signed in connection with a FEIS concerning oil
and gas leasing (USDA Forest Service 1993). The decision was made to resume oil and gas
leasing on lands admini d by the Forest. The FEIS considered site specific resources and land
areas. The selected alternative allows for oil and gas leasing in those areas where lease stipulations
and site-specific requirements would be effective in preventing or mitigating impacts and would
preclude leasing in those areas where post-lease activities could result in unacceptable impacts. It
addition, it provides a reasonable opportunity to explore for and produce oil and gas reserves.

Wasatch-Cache NF: In 1994 an EIS was prepared by the Wasatch-Cache and Ashley NFs (USDA
Forest Service 1994) that identified non-Wildemess Federal lands with Federal mineral rights that
should or should not be made available for oil and gas exploration, development, and production
on the North Slope of the Uinta Mountains. The Forest Service proposed to make most of the NFS
lands on the North Slope available for oil and gas leasing and to authorize the BLM to offer certain
lands for leasing. That decision was implemented on 160,000 acres. The BLM proposed to offer
for lease all lands authorized by the Forest Service.

Other - For solid, non-energy, leasable minerals such as phosphate or sodium, the Forest Service does not
have consent authority over leasing and lease operaticn decisions. The authority rests with the BLM.
However, the BLM generally accepts Forest Service recommendations on lease issuance and lease
operations. Leases for all other leasable minerals on NFS lands and acquired lands, such as coal, may not
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be issued without Forest Service consent. Once a lease is issued, operating or surface use plans and
surface use protection measures are approved by the Forest Service.

Solid, Leasable Minerals - The following table displays existing leases, licenses, or prospecting permits
for other leasable minerals on NFS lands in the project area:

Table S; Acres under leases, licenses, or prospecting permits for other leasable minerals on NFS lands in
the project area.

Forest Mineral Commedity Acres |
Manti-LaSal Coal 98,009.132
Coal 4,760.46
Fishlake Coal 5,681.49
Ashley Phosphate 4,716.36

Uinta Phosphate "Other” 840

Future, Solid Leasable Minerals - Two new coal leases are currently being evaluated on NFS lands
administered by the Manti-La Sal NF. They include the Cottonwood Canyon Tract (9,244 acres State
coal) and the Flat Canyon Tract (2,692 acres Federal coal). If leased, these areas would add additional
coal reserves to already existing underground mining operations. Only one large coal lease tract remains
which would require the development of a new portal facilities complex. This is the North Horn Tract
(21,000 acres) which would most likely be accessed from NFS lands in Rock Canyon MMA (Minerals

M 1t Area) Manag it Unit. At the present time, there are no applications to lease this area but
receipt of a lease proposal from industry for this area is reasonably foreseeable within the next 10 years.
There are other areas available for further consideration for coal leasing on NFS lands in the Wasatch
Plateau Coal Field, however leasing of these areas at the present time is not reasonably foreseeable. They
would generally require new portal complexes to develop and do not contain sufficient reserves to warrant
development considering the current market and mining technology. Other expansions of existing mining
operations would occur by adding existing adjacent leases to the permit area or increasing the size of
existing leases via lease modifications. Modifications to existing leases are limited to 150 acres per lease.

There is limited potential for phosphate exploration and development activities to expand onto the NFS
leases. However, there is a limit to possible expansion as teh depth to the phosphate deposits increases
with increasing elevation, as one moves onto NFS lands.

3.5.4 Recreation/Tourism

Recreational activities by residents and tourists alike is the fastest growing use of the national forests and
grasslands. In 1997, about 43 percent of the outdoor reaction use on public lands in the nation was hosted
by the Forest Service. This included 60 percent of the nation’s skiing and significant percentages of
hiking, camping, hunting, fishing, and driving for pleasure. The Forest Service generates many benefits
through the sustainable management of national resources. Recreation on national forests is big business.
Nationally, the national forests and grasslands ~ontribute $134 billion to the gross domestic product, with
the largest share associated with outdoor recreation and travel/tourism (USDA Forest Service 1999b).

Outdoor recreation is an important activity to many Utah residents and a primary use of Utah’s NFs.
Established recreation sites (camping and picnic sites, ski resorts, lakes, and other areas) attract many
recreation visitors. Scenic travel through the color country of southern Utah and through the Uinta
Mountains is popular as is a wide variety of other recreational pastimes. Ski resorts, once only open during
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winter months, are rapidly becoming four season resort locations and are offering customers a wide
variety of summer activities including mountain biking, hiking, golf, alpine slides, and more. Some ski
resorts in the region are receiving more visitors in summer months than in the regular ski season.

Skiing is an important industry in Utah with six major ski resorts on NFS lands attracting 1,675,743 skier
visitors days in 1998 (Contreras 1999). These resorts include Brian Head, Alta, Brighton, Snow Basin,
Snowbird, and Solitude. Other ski resorts, such as Park City, Deer Valley and Beaver Mountain, are on
private land but adjacent to national forest land.

It is projected that outside visitors spend an average of $300 per day which mean millions of dollars in
revenue to the Utah economy (Utah Governor's Office 1999). In addition, the 2002 Olympics will be held
throughout the Wasatch Range. This event is already bringing increased national and international
attention to skiing and other recreational activities in Utah.

3.5.5 Transportation/Access

Access is the opportunity to enter NFS lands for personal and reasonable use of other lands and rights

within the NFS lands. Road access to NF-administered lands is important to many users, supports the

bulk of economic activity generated from agency lands, and represents a b ial public in it
While very minor construction might be necessary, no major new routes are known or planned.

The National Forest Transportation System for the project area, approximately 12,116 miles of roads,
includes 3,826 miles of arterial or collector roads, that serve all users and 8,290 local roads, that are
typically passable by high-cl vehicles. Access to the remaining 248 miles of roads is restricted by
gates or other methods. Forest Service vehicles drive system roads daily to accomplish a variety of
administrative tasks such as fire suppression, contract admini ation, resource projects, and law
enforcement. Where the primary purpose identified for road construction and reconstruction is for access,
the majority of future reconstruction will address user safety and mitigation of resource damage (backlog
of deferred maintenance).

In March, 1999, the Chief of the Forest Service announced an 18-month suspension of permanent and
temporary road construction and reconstruction in unroaded areas of NFS (referred to as interim roads
policy) (USDA Forest Service 1999a) through issuance of a proposed interim rule to a new 36 CFR
§212.13.

3.5.6 Special Uses

The special use program authorizes the use of NFS lands for more than 200 different types of activities,
providing benefits to other Federal State and local governments; commercial and industrial entities; and
private individuals. Many special use permits authorize use of facilities and services necessary for public
health, welfare, safety, convenience, and national security, such as pipelines, highways, and telephone
lines. These authorizations may be of short-term or long-term duration. There are nine broad categories
of special uses authorizations, with several types of uses in each broad category (Project Record, Exhibit
U):

+ Recreational
» Agricultural
+ Community & Public Information
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o Feasibility, Ri h, Training, Cultural R & Historical
+ Industrial

«+ Energy Generation & Transmission

o Transportation

+ Communication

+ Water (non-power generating)

Utah’s NFs have issued approximately 3,675 special use permits (affecting approximately 82,314 acres) in
these broad categories. The majority are recreational permits. See Appendix E, Table 15 for a detailed
listing.

Several permitted ski resorts have requested expansion on their operations.

3.5.7 Administrative Considerations

Utah’s NFs have typically has been weighted toward support of recreation, vegetation management, and
rangeland related programs, in terms of program size and number of personnel employed. The vegetation

(timber) management program is small on most forests. The Ashley and Dixie NFs have traditionally had
the largest programs. Limited numbers of full-time personnel manage the vegetation program.

Much of the on-the-ground work is plished by temporary, seasonal employees under the direction of
permanent staff. By the nature of temporary employment, there can be substantial turn over of employees
from year to year. This necessitates the maintenance of a continual training program to insure that

hnical application and impl jon of projects are within acceptable bounds. The Office of
Personnel Management places a 6-month limitation on season of employment for temporary employees.
Additionally, many seasonal employees are college students, which may further reduce the potential
season of work. These limitations make it y for gers to balance the need for training with
the need for field work in order to accomplish work y for the impl! ion of proj
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4.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the envirc | conseq of impl ing each of the six alteratives
presented in Chapter 2 (see 2.3.2). Material from Chapter 2 is not repeated here, and it may be helpful
to refer to that chapter while considering the environmental consequences described below.
Environmental consequences of resources are presented in the same order as Chapter 3 to facilitate
locating items of interest. A summary of effects precedes each resource discussion to assist the reader in
determining which detailed effects disclosures are important to their interests.

The discussion that follows discloses the probable direct, indirect and cumulative effects of using
management direction in each alternative in future project design and implementation. The information
presented pertains to those aspects of the biological and physical resources on NFS lands, and the
outputs and services projected to come from use of those resources, that are likely to be most directly
affected within the geographic scope of the proposed action. The time frame for the disclosures is the
life of the amendment, the time period between when the amendment is implemented and forest plans in
Utah are revised (projected to be 4 years or less). Longer term effects will be discussed that may result
from use of management direction during the life of the amendment, as appropriate.

It should be noted that on its own the management direction adopted through this project would not
change the physical environment nor is there irretrievable or irreversible commitment of resources. Any
subsequent site-specific action that may change the environment, and which uses the direction adopted
to guide project design and implementation is subject to appropriate site-specific analyses required by
the NEPA, as well as any other relevant planning regulations.

4.1.11 plete or Unavailable Information

There are less than complete inventories and knowledge about many of the relationships and conditions
of wildlife species, forests, and the economy. Management of large forests is a complex and developing
discipline. The biology of the northern goshawk prompis questions about population dynamics and
habitat relationships. The interaction among resource supply, the economy, and rural communities is
also the subject of an inexact science. The ID Team examined the available data and the best available
information was used to evaluate the options and alternatives. When encountering a gap in information,
the question implicit in the CEQ regulations on incomplete or unavailable information was posed: "Is
this information 'essential’ to a reasoned choice among alternatives?" [40 CFR §1502.22(a)]. While
additional information would often add precision to estimates or better specify a relationship, the basic
data and central relationships are sufficiently well established that any new information would be
unlikely to reverse or nullify understood relationships. Though new information would be welcome, no
missing information was evaluated to be essentia' to a reasoned choice among the alternatives as they
are constituted.

Nonetheless, the precise relationships between the amount and quality of habitat and the future
populations of species are far from certain; there is a certain level of risk inherent in the management of
forest lands even to standards based on conservative application of those relationships.

Al other things being equal, the less the information the greater the risk attributable to incomplete
knowledge. That relationship is an impetus for the monitoring, research and adaptive management that
is part of these alternatives. Should there be new scientific information on change in habitat conditions
not projected under the selected alternative, there are provisions for changing management of the
affected national forests to reflect the new information and the management practices for which it calls.
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This adaptive management process, which is guided by monitoring, provides additional assurance of

comp 4 for p --,-hu.

4.1.2 Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are those impacts on the environment which result from the incremental effects of a
proposal added to other past, present, and r ble for ble future actions regardless of which
agency or person undertakes them (see 40 CFR §1508.7). The cumulative effects area considered in
analyses of biological resources encompasses the majority of Utah and contiguous forested lands in the
adjoining States of Colorado and Wyoming (Appendix G). The cumulative effects area represents
habitat that goshawks use during their normal life cycle of spring, summer, and fall. No measurable
direct or indirect effects were identified for physical resources, therefore no cumulative effects area was
identified. The social and i lative effects area was the State of Utah. Though
small portions of lands in Wyoming and Colorado may be affected by this action, the area in these states
was not believed to be sufficiently large enough where actions taken at this programmatic level would
measurably affect their social or economic environment at the state scale. The paragraphs below
summarize the key conclusions from the full effects disclosure that follows in the subsequent resource
sections.

- The Assessment (Graham et al. 1999) is the basis for the effects
analyses which indicates that current conditions are sufficient to support viable populations of goshawk
in Utah. The discussion here is how the alternatives will affect goshawk habitat, over time and space,
and identify the risks and assurances of maintaining the sufficient habitat currently present. Cumulative
effects may result from use of any of the proposed goshawk direction (Alternatives B-F) in combination
with past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions and policies. Other current programmatic efforts,
including the roads policy (currently interim with a final expected by the end of 1999), Utah Fire
Amendment (approximately on the same time line as this project) and lynx strategy (USDA Forest
Service 1999, affects only the northern Utah Forests) will add more prescriptive management direction
for land managers to follow. Cumulative effects from these prescriptive management directions may
result in changes in opportunities available to user groups (i.z., ranchers, loggers, recreationists). For
example:

« Iftighter grazing utilization standards in Alternative D are implemented, ranchers will likely need
to find other options for supplemental forage to make up for loss of forage on NFS lands, reduce
grazing season or herd size, or both. In some cases, grazing permits will be reduced to a level
where it may no longer be economically viable for a permittee to continue to graze livestock.
When looked at in combination with restrictions that may result from other programmatic efforts
underway, cumulatively the effect will increase the already measurable effect identified for
Alternative D at the state scale (i.c., estimated 23% reduction in total permitted AUMs on NFS
lands affected).

Alternative F may affect grazing practices as well though to a lesser degree than Alternative D.
Alternative D will impact more areas than Alternative F due to the blanket application of a
common utilization standard across all forested acres. Alternative F will change grazing
practices only in areas where grazing has been identified as contributing to an at-risk condition
relative to goshawk or prey habitat. The grazing practice changed in Alternative F to address an
identified problem may or may not affect current and future permits. Cumulatively, when the
effects of Alternative F are looked at in combination with those that may result from other
programmatic efforts, the effects are also likely to increase. However, unlike Alternative D, the
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cumulative effects of Altenative F in combination with other programmatic efforts are not likely
to be measurable at the forest or state scales during the interim period of the amendment.

In all alternatives, there may be shorter time periods to accomplish timber harvest in some areas,
given the guidelines regarding protection of goshawk nests and PFAs in combination with other
direction protecting lynx habitat. Though nests and PFAs only represent 10% of any given
territory, due to overlap of some territories or the location within timber sale areas, restrictions
on these acres may indirectly impact activities in other areas due to restrictions on road access or
other factors.

A final example would be recreational use of an ATV trail that may be shortened or rerouted to
protect an active goshawk nest. Though this has rarely happened in the past through application
of similar restrictions, it may happen on occasion. The most likely effect would be the need to
reroute a new trail during construction if an active nest is found.

These effects, when realized, will be disclosed during the site-specific analysis of effects for projects
which use direction adopted through this action to guide project design and implementation. As stated
in Chapter 1, the adoption of management direction through this project will not change the physical
environment; there is no irretrievable or irreversible commitment of resources. Any subsequent site-
specific action that may change the environment or result in the use impacts described in examples
above will be subject to appropriate site-specific analyses required by NEPA.

Cumulative Effects and Monitoring - Cumulatively, assessment and monitoring are key at the broad
scale to testing the effectiveness of prescribed management and validating estimates of results due to
that 2 (or nonr 2 ).

Monitoring item m-1 is designed to provide an indication of the effects from planned and unplanned
activities on goshawk population trends over time. Monitoring item m-2 (applicable to Alternatives C,
D, E, F) is designed to track the effectiveness of mitigation measures in preventing territory
abandonment by goshawks during planned fire or mechanical vegetative treatments. Monitoring item
m-3 (applicable in all alternatives except A) is designed to track goshawk habitat ivity.
Goshawk habitat connectivity is largely dependent on the spatial dispersion and patch size of mature and
old forest groups within a 5th and 6th order watershed. Monitoring items m-4 and m-5 (applicable to all
alternatives except A) are designed to track the effectiveness of mitigation es in maintaining
snags and down woody material important to goshawk prey species. And finally, monitoring items m-6
and m-7 (applicable to Alternatives D and F, respectively) are designed to track if mitigation measures
for ungulate grazing utilization or other grazing practices are being met and whether they are effectively
contributing to the maintenance of forage, mast and seed important to goshawk prey species.

Over time, monitoring items m-3 through m-5 (applicable to altematives B-F) will contribute to
assessing the success of direction adopted in maintaining or restoring habitat needed to support
goshawks and their prey. In Alternatives D and F, m-6 and m-7 (respectively) will also contribute to
this understanding. Monitoring item m-1 will contribute to assessing the effects of management
activities on goshawk population trends over time.

Cumulatively, timber harvest and fire (both unplanned and planned) have annually impacted less than
one percent of forested habitat in recent years. This pattern is unlikely to change until plans are revised
(projected to be within 4 years). During the interim period it is estimated that less than 4 percent of the
forested habitat on Utah’s NFs would likely be affected by timber harvest and fire management. Due to
the minimal acres estimated to be affected by these activities/events, it is difficult to detect any
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measurable cumulative effects at the state scale during the interim period. Long-term trends of risks to
goshawk population viability and risks to habitat quality from planned and unplanned habitat changes
have been identified within alternative effects disclosures. Other land ownerships and less regulated
forest management on State and private lands were considered in assessing these risks.

Alternative A, over time, would increase the risk of population declines at lower goshawk population
levels. Current direction in Forest Plans does not provide for the consistent management of forest
vegetation which promotes the structural, species and spatial diversity across multiple landscape scales
that are key to the maintenance of stable habitat conditions. Promoting stable habitat conditions is
important to reducing the risk of goshawk population declines. Monitoring item m-3 (applicable to all
action alternatives) would track this diversity as landscape assessments are completed, keying in on the
spatial dispersion and patch size of the mature and old forest groups.

Alternative E, because it would prohibit vegetation treatment in older aged timber stands, could result in
the loss of future g options if vegetation changes occur in the near future from insect
epidemics, diseases or wildfire that might have been prevented with treatment. The current bark beetle
epidemics throughout the central and southern portions of the state are resulting in increased mortality
that is expected to continue during the next decade. Alternative E may indirectly reduce future
management options because the management direction to provide for goshawk habitat would perpetuate
vegetative conditions that are not sustainable over time, increasing the risk of a "boom-bust" pattern of
succession occurring. Monitoring items m-1 and m-3, described above, would be especially important
to track if Alternative E is implemented.

In Alternatives D and F, aspen is predicted to respond with more growth in the understories because, in
part, of the tighter restrictions on ungulate grazing utilization or other grazing practices. These changes
in ungulate grazing practices would also be expected to increase the fine fuel loadings in aspen and
ponderosa pine stands, resulting in a potential trend toward more frequent, low intensity wildfires. In the
long-term this would promote conditions that have historically been more prevalent in Utah. In the
shorter term, increased understory vegetation would be more noticeable under Alternative D than F due
to the broad application of new grazing standards across all forested habitats in Alternative D, where
new grazing guidelines in Alternative F would only affect limited areas where at-risk conditions are
identified. While the immediate effects of increased understory vegetation would be noticeable during
the planning period, the long-term and cumulative effects of more frequent understory fires would not be
noticeable for several decades. Site specific changes in understory vegetation and associated ecological
processes would likely be more evident under Alternative F due to the emphasis placed on addressing
landscapes where grazing is contributing to at-risk conditions. Monitoring items m-6 (Alternative D)
and m-7 (Alternative F) are designed to track success of implementation of prescribed adjustments in
grazing practices. Successful impl ion of prescribed changes in grazing practices will help
managers determine if changes made were appropriate to address longer term effects to habitat for
goshawk and their prey.

Alternatives C and F provide management direction that, over time, would tend toward more productive,
sustainable habitat conditions across multiple landscapes for greater population stability and statewide
goshawk abundance. These alternatives address all the key habitat elements identified in the
Assessment and HCS as important to supporting viable populations of goshawks, especially as they
pertain to the interim period of this amendment. Alternative F would likely provide more measurable
short-term gains than Alternative C due to the emphasis in Alternative F to work in areas where key
habitat elements are considered to be at-risk.

Alternative B will provide similar conditions to Alternatives C and F, but could cause less stability in
desired habitat conditions within smaller scale landscapes due to the allowance of management for
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extreme disturbance events (within the full range of historic range of variability). Under all alternatives,
extreme disturbance events would occur as a natural part of the ecological process, but only Alternatives
B and E would allow land managers to initiate events that mimic these extremes. Management for these
extreme events may cause locally undesired conditions in the short-term within smaller scale landscapes.
Also, this alternative provides greater flexibility in addressing site specific conditions. However, in
some cases this greater flexibility may not provide for the consistent achievement of desired habitat. For
instance, the canopy closure guideline in this alternative may not result in the range of canopy closures
actually desired in the variety of cover types and habitat areas identified in the Assessment and HCS
versus the guideline in Alternatives C and F which indicate the need for a range.

Alternative D closely follows the defined habitat conditions described in the HCS and Reynolds et al.
(1992). However, in contrast to Alternative B, Alternative D provides less flexibility to address the
variety of conditions encountered at the site-specific scale. This may lead to the application of
treatments that will not achieve the desired habitat outcome for some sites. Also, the increase in the
amount of prescriptive direction that must be addressed during the project design and implementation
phase may actually reduce implementation success due to complexity and inappropriateness to some
sites and will likely reduce the number of acres treated that may be at-risk.

4.2 PHYSICAL COMPONENTS
4.2.1 Soil

Effects Summary - Current forest plan direction and Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed to
protect the soil resource would not be superceded by any direction proposed under the action
alternatives; the no action alternative would continue to use current direction. There would be no
negative direct, indirect or cumulative effects to soils. Alternatives D and F may result in some
beneficial indirect and cumulative effects, but they are not likely to be measurable in 4 years.

Discussion - Preventiv p'anning is the key to successful maintenance of the soil resource. Prescriptions
and forestwide standards and guidelines for soil and water mitigate long-term consequences related to
the soil resources. Specitications for conserving the soil are found in contract and permit provisions and
guidance on the etfccts of management activities on the soil resource is found throughout the FSM and
various FSHs. And, each of the six affected national forests applies many erosion control procedures
(Soil and Water Conservation Practices or BMPs, when they are adopted by the State of Utah and the
Forest Service in response to Section 208 of the Clean Water Act). Although designed to protect water
quality, BMPs indirectly maintain the watershed and soil resource.

Three major activities impacting soil productivity are vegetative manipulation, livestock grazing, and
road construction.

o Vegetative manipulation activities have a potential to cause soil disturbance, soil displacement,
increase soil compaction and soil loss through erosion. Changes in vegetative ground cover and
compacted soils reduce water infiltration and rates of water runoff. High rates of overland runoff
increase soil loss as water moves soil particles. The use of fire as a tool to change vegetation
successional stages can have detrimental effects on the soil resource if it becomes too hot and
consuming, however, when implemented within the proper prescription window of soil moisture,
effective results can be achieved. The organic surface horizon of the soil contains most of the
nutrients available for plant growth. When this horizon is removed, the soil loses much of its
capacity to supply nutrients.
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o Improper livestock management and improper season of use can result in excessive soil
compaction and loss of natural vegetative cover. Water runoff increases, more soil erodes, and
nutrients are lost.

+ Road construction exposes disturbed soil to erosional forces, interrupts drainage patterns, and
can intercept subsurface water flows.

The types of management activities, and conditions under which they occur, determine effects on soil
productivity. Determining the suitability of specific soils for management practices is an important first
step in preventing or minimizing soils-related adverse impacts. This determination is accomplished
during the NEPA process each national forest conducts for specific projects.

MMM - When assessing the effects of applying proposed direction under each
alternative on NFS lands within the project area no negative direct, indirect or cumulative effects were
identified. Applying direction proposed under action alternatives, or use of current plan direction, will
maintain the soils resource and related long-term productivity. Current forest plan direction and BMPs
designed to protect the soil resource will not be superceded by any direction proposed under action
alternatives; the no action alternative continues current direction.

Alternatives D and F-Though no negative effects to the soil resource are anticipated, indirect and
cumulative beneficial effects could occur by using direction in these alternatives during future project
design and implementation, though unlikely to be measurable within the 4 years this amended direction
would be in place.

Overall, soil productivity and watershed condition could improve under Alternative D as a result of
applying guidelines for wildlife and livestock utilization of grasses, forbs and shrubs. Where livestock
grazing is contributing to problems related to soil productivity, this direction may contribute to meeting
restoration objectives. However, if utilization is not the aspect of grazing practices resulting in an
identified problem, this alternative would not result in any greater indirect beneficial effects to this
resource.

Under Altemative F improved soil productivity and watershed conditions are likely to occur because it
sets priority on treatment of landscapes where systems are functioning-at risk. Fori if landscap

assessments determine grazing is contributing to an at-risk condition related to habitat for goshawk and
its prey, modifying grazing practices (i.e., utilization, season of use, grazing system, etc.) to meet habitat
objectives may indirectly benefit soil productivity. Other indi benefits to the soil resource may also
be achieved by improving other habitat elements in these at-risk landscapes that are related to
maintenance of soil productivity, such as cover, down logs and woody debris. Other action alternatives
would also result in these improvements where treatments designed to meet habitat needs overlap areas
that could benefit the soils resource. However, by focusing on landscapes at-risk under Altemative F,
;l]ne greatest indirect benefits to this resource are likely to occur over the next 4 years, compared to other
ternatives.

4.2.2 Water

Effects Summary - Current forest plan, FSH and FSM direction and BMPs designed to protect the
water resource will not be superceded by any direction proposed under action alternatives; the no action
alternative continues current direction. Therefore, there will be no negative direct, indirect or
cumulative effects to this resource. Alternatives D and F may result in some beneficial indirect and
cumulative effects, but they are not likely to be measurable in 4 years.

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences 77 Page 4-7

Discussion - Prescriptions and forestwide standards and guidelines for soil and water mitigate long-term
consequences relating to the water resources. Policies and specifications pertaining to water can be
found throughout the FSM, in various FSHs, and in Forest Plans. Current management direction in each
of the Forest Plans focuses on water quality and securing favorable conditions of in-stream flows
sufficient to maintain the stability of stream channels for favorable conditions of water flow and
protection against the loss of productive timber lands adjacent to the stream channels. This includes the
volume and timing of flows required for adeq di transport, maintenance of stream bank
stability and proper management of riparian vegetation.

Effects Common t0 All Alernatives - When assessing the effects of each altemative on NFS lands within the
project area, none of the alternatives will degrade existing uses and waters of high quality. The direction
contained in the action alternatives is programmatic and does not supercede any of the direction
currently in the Forest Plans concerning BMPs. Future project design and implementation will continue
to assess the success of site-specific projects in meeting water quality standards by applying those
BMPs.

Alternatives D and F- Though no negative effects to the water resource are anticipated, indirect and
cumulative beneficial effects could occur by using direction in these alternatives during future project
design and implementation, though unlikely to be measurable within the 4 years this amended direction
will be in place. The reasons for this are similar to that discussed under the soil resource for the
alternatives.

4.3 BIOLOGICAL COMPONENTS

4.3.1 Vegetation

The following analysis of envii 1 conseq on vegetation follows the formatting in Chapter
2(2.3) and di envirc | conseq in terms of the "Management Direction" categories
(2.3.2). Whenever possible, the cover types in Chapter 3 are discussed in total with specific cover types
highlighted when appropriate or differing from the overall discussion. The elements of ecosystem
process, composition, and structure are discussed throughout the sections and are not limited to the
discussions under Native Processes, Forest Composition, and Forest Structure.

Effects Summa

Alternative A: Alternative A allows the widest range of options for managers. Vegetation management
could range from remaining within inable conditions (as defined by HRV and/or PFC) to falling
outside of these criteria. Managers would continue to have the option to balance resource concerns and
select which concern would take precedence if conflicts were present.

Alternative B: Alternative B is the most flexible of the action altematives. Itis, however, less flexible
than Alternative A and thus would limit decision space, removing the option to manage outside of
sustainable conditions, as defined by HRV. The lower canopy closure requirements translate to lower
density requirements and thus would allow treated stands to be managed for improved tree growth and
vigor. This would allow stands to be managed for lower insect susceptibility, relative to all other action
alternatives.
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Alternative C: Alternative C is the second most flexible of the action alternatives. Some of the
recommended stand densities (which are the same in C and F) are higher than Alternative B, but are
more flexible than Alternatives D and E. This alternative contains an upper density limit as well as a
lower. By virtue of this flexibility, managers would have greater decision space to balance resource
concemns, while managing siands to remain within PFC. PFC remains within HRV, but is a more
conservative approach that better allows managers to insure ecosystem elements are sustained (see
**Understanding HRV and PFC"* below).

Alternative D: Alternative D is the second least flexible alternative. Stand density guidelines, although
similar to C and F, are substantially more prescriptive in this alternative than in any other, and this may
affect the ability to successfully implement the guidelines (see 4.5.7 Administrative Considerations).
This alternative and Alternative E contain guidance on roads on all forested acres, which may serve to
restrict access to some areas. By virtue of reduced treatment acreage and increased complexity of
density management, this alternative is second to Alternative E in its potential to foster stand conditions
that may not always be sustainable, due largely to insect susceptibility and uncharacteristic wildland fire.

Alternative E: Alternative E is the least flexible altemative. Through the maintenance of high overstory
densities, the elimination of mangers' options to manage VSS 5 and 6 classes, and access restrictions;
this alternative would promote stand conditions that would likely not be sustainable over time, largely
due *o high susceptibility to insect epidemics and uncharacteristic wildland fire. Additionally,
Alternative E would promote landscape conditions that would continue along the current trends of
increased dominance by late seral communities, a condition that has been identified as outside of PFC
(USDA Forest Service 1996) and possibly outside of HRV.

Alternative F: Alternative F is the third most flexible of the action alternatives. While it shares many of’
the same guidelines as Alternative C, it does restrict management activities to those ecosystems (or
portions thereof) where ‘‘at-risk’’ conditions can be treated to maintain or enhance ecosystem function.
Some of the recommended stand densities (which are the same in C and F) are higher than Alternative
B, but are more flexible than Alternatives D and E. This alternative contains an upper density limit as
well as a lower. By virtue of this flexibility, managers would have greater decision space to balance
resource concerns, while managing stands to remain within PFC. Alternative F focuses management
attention on problem or potential problem areas, it does reduce the manager’s decision space by
removing the option to treat functioning systems when goshawk habitat management is the primary
objective.

Assumptions for and Basis of Effects - Some commonalties exist between all alternatives, some
between all "action" alternatives, and some between specific alternatives. Commonalities between all
alternatives are discussed first, followed by Alternative A ("no-action’"), then by all action alternatives,
with specific discussions for each alternative following. Where two or more (but not all "action™’)
alternatives share common environmental consequences, these discussions are placed near the individual
discussions for the specific alternatives.

Effects on vegetation are evaluated relative to indicators of sustainability as defined by historic range of
variability, properly functioning condition, and insect susceptibility. The potential each alternative has
to affect vegetation structure, vegetation composition, and ecosystem process is evaluated in this light.
Stand density, intra-tree competition, species composition, seral stage, and successional pathways are
considered and alternatives are compared to the Alternative A, No Action, as well as to each other.
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Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of each alternative are discussed; however, separate sections are
not provided for these discussions. Direct effects are considered on NFS lands; indirect and cumulative
effects are considered for all forested lands within the analysis area. The cumulative effects area for
vegetation is the same as that described in the wildlife section and displayed on the Cumulative Effects
Map. It includes all or portions of the following ecosections as described in Bailey (1994) (Appendix
G): Overthrust Mc ins, Uinta Mc ins, Bonneville Basin, Uinta Basin, Tavaputs Plateau,
Southeastern Great Basin, Utah High Plateaus and Mountains, Northern Canyon Lands, and Grand
Canyon Lands Sections.

Without intervention from natural or human-caused disturbance, vegetation structural and compositional
changes are relatively slow and unnoticeable within a 4-year period in ecosystems within the
Intermountain area, due largely to short growing seasons and relatively slow growth rates.

Effects to vegetation resulting from management, or protection, may be short term, long term, and
cumulative. Both short and long-term impacts may be realized where treatments are heavily impactive,
such as complete stand removal. Light treatments, such as stand thinning, underburning, and some fire
suppression treatments, may have minimal <hort-term impacts but more subtle long-term and cumulative
effects. Species composition and vegetative structure may be modified for long periods. These effects
tend to be long-term and cumulative over long time frames, typically in excess of 100 years.

During the 4-year analysis period, effects would occur at the project level. Effects would be unlikely to
be noticeable at the State level (the analysis area) due to the limited potential amount of activity that
would occur in the next four years. On NFS lands, timber harvest averaged approximately 10,600 acres
annually from 1990-1997 or approximately 0.2% of the nonwilderness, forested acres on national forest
(exclusive of woodland forests). From 1994-1998 the number of acres in Utah burned in wildland fires
averaged 22,500 acres, and the number of acres burned by prescribed fire averaged 20,400 acres per
year (these acres include all fires on national forests including wilderness and fires in nonforested
habitats). Cumulatively, timber harvest and fire have annually impacted less than 1% of forested habitat
during recent years. This pattern is unlikely to change during the planning period (the next 4 years).

Where vegetative management is practiced, reentries into mechanically treated areas are generally not
planned for long periods of time (ranging from 15 to 30 years between treatments). Thus any
prescriptions initiated during the planning period (four years) would likely carry through until the next
entry cycle (15 to 30 years). Cumulative effects may affect treatment arcas where the applied
management practices continue into future cutting cycles

Refer to Appendix D for discussions on "HRV and PFC™" and "Canopy Closure and Stand Density
Index." Concepts described in this discussions lay the foundation for the analysis of effects that
follows. A sound understanding of these concepts is needed to fully understand the effects analysis
section that follows.

Discussion of Effects

Native Processes

Alternative 2: Other than Alternative A, all alternatives recommend that management actions emulate
natural disturbance regimes as defined by HRV and/or PFC. Management within PFC gives land
mangers their best estimate of maintaining landscapes within sustainable conditions ecosystems while
remaining within socially acceptable limits. Management outside of PFC would put ec

greater risk of uncharacteristic disturbance. Recently completed Regional and local PFC assessments
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have identified that many of the State’s ecosystems are skewed toward late seral conditions and that
these conditions are outside of PFC for many areas. Altemative A gives no guidance on the use of either
HRYV or PFC, thus managers have the option to manage within or outside these parameters.

The current Forest Plans do not give direction regarding natural disturbance regimes nor do they address
ecosystem management. In recent years, ecosystem management has become a national empbhasis item
as part of the Natural Resource Agenda. Implementation of ecosystem management varies by Forest
across the State. Under Alternative A, this variability in application would continue, and current
direction would continue unless altered by other analysis. One such analysis is currently under
consideration. A draft Prescribed Fire Amendment for the national forests in Utah is under development
that would likely amend all Forest Plans in the State to increase the use of prescribed and wildland fire,
primarily for the reduction of hazardous fuels. This amendment is following recent federal wildland fire

policy.

All Action Alternatives: All action alternatives recommend that manag actions natural
disturbance regimes as defined by HRV. Alternatives C, D, and F add PFC as a criterion. Guidance is
for actions to remain within the variability of size, intensity, and frequency of native disturbance regimes
characteristic of the subject landscape and ecological processes. Management actions within disturbed
ecosystems are to be designed with restoration in mind. The general guidance in these alternatives is
applicable across all vegetation cover types.

Due to social, political, and legal constraints, the two guidelines in this portion of the document may not
always be attainable at all scales (thus they are "guidelines” and not "standards"). For example, NFMA
opening size limitations on even-aged forest management did not take into account natural disturbance
regimes and patterns, thus for systems where disturbance patterns were large, legal considerations may
not allow for management to fully emulate these larger events. Management direction to emulate the
smaller scale events can be achieved.

The current Forest Plans do not give direction regarding natural disturbance regimes nor do they address
all components of ecosystem management. In recent years, ecosystem management has become a
national emphasis item as part of the Natural Resource Agenda. Implementation of ecosystem
management varies by Forest across the State. All action alternatives would similarly provide for greater
consistency. The draft Prescribed Fire Amendment for the National Forests in Utah is another analysis
currently under consideration that would potentially provide additional direction for the implementation
of ecosystem management. It would likely amend all Forest Plans in the State to increase the use of
prescribed and wildland fire, primarily for the reduction of hazardous fuels. This amendment is
following recent federal wildland fire policy

Management within HRV provides managers with an estimate of maintaining ecosystems within their
natural bounds, which may include broad swings in ecological amplitudes. These broad swings may or
may not be socially or economically acceptable within any given landscape. Management within PFC is
a more conservative approach and provides managers with their best estimate of managing and
maintaining sustainable ecosystems while remaining within socially acceptable limits. To manage
outside of PFC would put ecosystems at risk. Risk may be from uncharacteristic disturbance, soil loss.
and/or species loss (plant and animal) from within that ecosystem. To manage landscapes outside of
HRV may subject ecosystems to irreversible change

Additional discussion below on the proposed management direction details how actions are consistent
with HRV and PFC. See 4.3.1 above for a discussion on the use of HRV and PFC concepts in assessing
landscape conditions
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Forest Composition

Alternative A: While it is well recognized within the State that aspen systems are at-risk, treatment
acreage remains low, largely due to economic feasibility. It is likely that reductions in aspen cover
would continue their current trend. The prescribed burning program has the greatest potential to
beneficially impact this type. This alternative allows management for aspen, but does not emphasize the
need.

Current Forest Plan direction does not address the use of native vs. nonnative species, with the exception
of reforestation guidelines for timber management areas (where native trees of locally adapted seed
source are to be used unless Regional variance is granted). Under Alternative A, no emphasis would be
added to current management direction, and the use of native or nonnative species would remain at the
discretion of the local land manager. National and Regional guidance is currently being developed that
would likely result in a native plants policy with recommendations similar to that proposed under
Alternatives B-D and F. Nonnative species have the potential to replace or (in some cases) hybridize
with natives, and thus could alter ecosystem process, composition, and structure over time. The use of
native plants is the most conservative approach to insuring that ecosystem processes are not
inadvertently altered. The cover types that have been most impacted are generally in lower elevation
areas and usually in closer proximity to human population centers. However, all vegetation types have
the potential to be impacted by non-native and exotic species.

Current management direction generally does not discuss seral stages, with one exception. Neither do
Plans identify the general need to maintain "early seral species,” although most recommend specific
species. Forest Plans generally recognize the need to maintain vegetative diversity at the forest scale,
however, they are very general in nature and do not discuss the need at a landscape level. Maintenance
of a variety of seral stages in each cover type would help insure that all ecosystem components remain
on landscapes. As identified in PFC documents, this is needed for ecosystem resiliency to disturbance.

All Action Alternatives: Guidelines recommend maintenance of the full range of seral stages, by cover
type, across landscapes with "strong representation of early seral species." This guideline is the same
for all alternatives except Alternative A. Maintenance of a variety of seral stages in each cover type
would help insure that all ecosystem components remain on landscapes, and would thus helr = iaintain
ecosystem resiliency to disturbance.

Alternatives B, C, ‘D, and F: Proposed guidelines recommend using native plants from locally adapted seed
sources preferentially over nonnatives when and where they are available. Nonnatives may be used if
their use can be justified to maintain or restore treated areas to functioning conditions. Nonpersistent,
nonnative species can be used to help address short term, site-specific problems. Justification could
include (among other considerations) seed availability, the ability of the seed mix to achieve project
goals in a timely manner, and economics.

Alternatives Band C. While it is well-recognized within the State that aspen systems are at-risk, treatment
acreage remains low, largely due to economic feasibility. This alternative is unlikely to have an impact
on these factors, either positive or negative. The recognition of natural disturbance regimes and the need
to manage for seral species may help to emphasize the need to manage for this species. This alternative
would allow management for aspen, but does not specifically emphasize the need. The prescribed
burning program has the greatest potential to beneficially impact this type

Alternative D While it is well recognized within the State that aspen systems are at-risk, treatment
acreage remains low, largely due to economic feasibility. Restrictions (opening size and green tree
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retention) in this alternative would exacerbate this by reducing management options, and it is likely that
reductions in aspen cover would continue. Reduced grazing pressure may benefit aspen regeneration in
some areas, and the recognition of natural disturbance regimes and the need to manage for seral species
may help to emphasize the need to ge for this species. This alternative would allow management
for aspen but restrictions may make mechanical treatments uneconomical. It does not specifically

hasize the need to ge for aspen. The prescribed burning program has the greatest potential to
bcneﬁctally impact this type.

Alternative E: While it is well recognized within the State that aspen systems are at-risk, treatment
acreage remains low, largely due to economic feasibility. Restrictions (opening size, green tree
retention, and limitations on of VSS 5 and 6 classes) in this alternative would exacerbate
this by reducing management options. It is likely that reductions in aspen cover would continue their
current trend or increase. Under Alternative E, the prescribed burning program would not be available
to treat VSS 5 and 6 class aspen. Alternative E allows for the fewest management options in the cover
type.

Alternative E differs from B-D and F in that the use of native species becomes a requirement rather than
a guideline. The use of native plants from locally adapted seed sources is required. Nonnatives may not
be used. The inability to use nonnatives may have some impact on a limited number of projects
temporarily and economically. Depending upon the species mix required and the project location,
limited native species are generally available though prices are normally somewhat to substantially
higher than for nonnatives. Native species may not germinate and grow quite as rapidly as nonnatives,
thus disturbed sites (such as road cuts) may be left exposed somewhat longer when using only natives.
Under this alternative, the use of nonpersistent, nonnative species to help address short term, site-
specific problems would not be permitted.

Alternative F: While it is well recognized within the State that aspen systems are at-risk, treatment
acreage remains low, largely due to economic feasibility, and it is likely that reductions in aspen cover
would continue. Reduced grazing pressure may benefit aspen regeneration in some areas, and the
recognition of natural disturbance regimes and the need to manage for seral species may help to
emphasize (he need to manage for this species. The prescribed burning program has the greatest
potential to beneficially impact this type. Through the focus on ecosystems-at-risk, this alternative
would likely emphasize the need to manage for the aspen cover type, thus Alternative F has the greatest
potential to stimulate projects beneficial to aspen cover types.

Forest Structure

Alternative A: Other than Alternatives A and E, all alternatives recommend the same distribution of
vegetation structural stages. Most current Forest Plans do not contain direction on the maintenance of
structural stages, other than general guidance to maintain forest diversity and guidance to maintain
5-10% of the forest in old structures. Where guidance is provided on rotation length, the rotation ages
may not provide sufficient time for the development of the desired VSS 6 class structures. This may
necessitate that areas be designated for mature and old classes and managed for different rotation lengths
than the surrounding forest. This may make it difficult for areas managed for mature and old structures
to change spatially across landscapes over time, which is needed to plan for replacement stands.

The ability to maintain large trees is allowable under current Forest Plans. However, current forest plans
do not stress the need, and should treatments remove large trees from a landscape or reduce the
percentage of area of mature and old below the desired 40%, these VSS classes would likely take years
to replace.
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All action alternatives recommend the same snag retention guideli These guidelines generally
exceed the number and size of snags contained in current Forest Plan dlrccuon Under Alternative A,
the current guidance would continue. While standing, snags have a neutral effect on vegetation, over
time snags contribute to down woody debris and the benefits that debris has to soils and vegetation (as
discussed below).

Other than Alternative A, all alternatives recommend the same guidelines for the retention of woody
debris. The recommended guidelines in Alternatives B-F exceed that required in most Forest Plans.
Several plans have no specific direction on the maintenance of woody debris. Down woody debris is an
important component of ecosystems, providing for nutrient recycling, helping to build desirable soil
properties, providing erosion control, and providing important microsites for establishment, protection,
and growth of forest regeneration. Most current silvicultural prescriptions recognize this and
incorporate retention of woody debris to benefit the above attributes without contributing to excessive
fuel loadings. Size requirements vary by prescription and may only require that specified in Forest
Plans (where Plans specify) or a set number of tons per acre in debris greater than three inches in
diameter. Vegetative needs for woody debris may not always be met under current Plan direction,
however, the proposed guidance in Alternatives B-F meet these needs without creating excessive fuel
loadings.

Other than Alternative A, all alternatives recommend density guidelines for vegetative treatments
designed to maintain VSS 4, 5, and 6 classes, using either (1) canopy closure or (2) percent of area
covered by clumps of trees with interlocking crowns as the measure of density. No Forest Plan included
either measure as a part of forest management criteria. Currently forests are directed by Regional
guidance to use SDI (stand density index) in the development of silvicultural prescriptions to manage
stand density. Basal area is commonly used in coordination with SDI for field application, as basal area
can be measured directly in the field using standard instrumentation and without additional calculations.
Under Alternative A, current direction would continue without an added density management guideline.
Crown closure would undoubtedly continue to be included in some stand examinations as an important
wildlife habitat attribute.

Under current conditions, many of the mature and old stands are susceptible to insect epidemics. While
current direction permits management to reduce insect susceptibility, it should be noted that treatments
to reduce stand densities and associated susceptibility/risk are too few and scattered to reduce landscape
level disturbances. Treatments are often effective at the stand or project scale, however, landscape level
disturbances have the potential to override these small scale ecosystem alterations. Where tree
diameters and stand densities result in susceptibility ratings of moderate or higher, susceptibility to
insect epidemics is further increased when stands are dominated by a single species. This alternative
would not modify current guidance and therefore current treatment options would still be permissible.
Alternative A allows managers the widest latitude to reduce stand densities and thereby reduce
susceptibility/risk. Comparatively for treated acres insect susceptibility increases as follows:
Alternative A < B < AltemativesC=F<D<E

All Action Alternatives. All action alternatives recommend the same snag retention guidelines. These
guidelines generally exceed the number and size of snags contained in current Forest Plan direction.
The recommended guideline is, by cover type, to maintain snags of a certain number (per 100 acres) and
size when initiating vegetation management. This allows for small areas to be deficit if the average is
obtained over the treated stand. Sub-stand level treatments would need to provide for snags only if such
treatments, without snag retention, would result in a deficit at the stand level. [t is allowable to
substitute green trees for snags should snags not be available. The guideline does not discuss a
preference system for the selection of green trees as snag replacements (using criteria such as tree
decadence); this is left up to project planning to determine. This guideline would allow for treatments
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such as precommercial or stand-improvement thinning in young stands that may not have the snag
characteristics outlined in the guideline. The guideline allows for smaller snags should the desired size
class not be available on the site. This allows for variance in younger stands and where site conditions
do not produce trees of the desired size. While the snag recommendations for climax penderosa pine
(only) exceed recommendations in the Region 4 Old Growth Definitions (Hamilton 1993), research by
Graham et al. (1994) has shown that these guidelines are obtainable and are not outside of HRV
(Hamilton’s work only addressed a per-acre figure). R4's Properly Functioning Condition (USDA
Forest Service 1998) does not discuss snags and down woody; thus, it is assumed that remaining within
HRYV for these factors is appropriate. While standing, snags have a neutral effect on vegetation, over
time snags contribute to down woody debris and the benefits that debris has to soils and vegetation (as
discussed below).

All action alternatives recc d the same guidelines for the retention of woody debris. The
recommended guidelines exceed that required in most Forest Plans. Several plans have no specific
direction on the maintenance of woody debris. Down woody debris is an important component of
ecosystems, providing for nutrient recycling, helping to build desirable soil properties, providing erosion
control, and providing important microsites for establishment, protection, and growth of forest
regeneration. The recommended retention guidelines would benefit these attributes without contributing
to excessive fuel loadings. The guideline allows for deviation in down log size where the desired
minimum is not attainable.

All action alternatives recommend density guidelines for vegetative treatments designed to maintain
VSS 4, 5, and 6 classes. There are no density guidelines for VSS 1, 2, and 3 classes. Alternatives B, D,
and E use canopy closure as the measure of density. Alternatives C and F use percent of area covered
by clumps of trees with interlocking crowns. Using either measure differs from current plan direction as
no Forest Plan included these measures as a part of forest management criteria. For Alternatives B, D
and E, the recommended densities are considered to be minimums, that which would be present
immediately after any vegetation treatment; there are no maximum recommendations. The guideline
allows a variance where it can be demonstrated that the recommended densities are not consistent with
HRYV for the site. This occurs on some climax ponderosa pine sites, where root competition occurs
before canopy competition. This may also occur on sites that were not historically forested, such as
shrub lands dominated by oak brush that have had a conifer component increase due to fire exclusion
(this typically is Douglas-fir or white fir). This variance would allow these areas to be managed for
historic patterns and structures.

Percent of area (Alternatives B and F) is roughly equivalent to canopy closure (Alternatives C, D, and E)
as measured by the drip-line of trees. In order to assess what the density requirements for each
alternative mean to tree growth and vigor and to insect susceptibility, it is necessary to convert the
canopy closure guidelines to more traditional measures of density. There is no widely accepted
translation between canopy closure and the traditional measures of density, and having to measure
canopy closure within each group is unnecessarily time-consuming (Smith and Long 1999). For
purposes of this analysis, the Forest Vegetation Simulator (FVS) (Crookston and Stage 1999) is used to
develop and display the potential relationships. Tables 6 and 7 following were empirically derived from
FVS runs. Foraging areas are represented by all forested habitat, other than post-fledgling and nest
areas. Post-fledgling areas comprise approximately 600 acres, or 10% of a goshawk territory. Nest
areas comprise a sum of at least 180 acres, or approximately 3% of a territory.

The Region 4 PFC Process recommends that stands should be managed below a maximum of 50%
SDI% max (climax ponderosa pine should be managed at 35% SDI1%max or lower) in order to maintain
properly functioning condition. It also recommends maximum basal areas for each cover type as
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follows: ponderosa pine - 120; mixed conifer - 160; spruce-fir - 150; lodgepole pine - 90; and aspen -
140 square feet per acre (1998).

Table 6: Approximate range of stand density indices* (and percent of maximum SDI) for various
cancpy closures (CC) by cover type.

ICover Type _‘Jr 40% CC 50% CC 60%CC 70% CC__| 75% CC

75-125 SDI 140-165 190-215 245-280 290-305

| 16-28% max SDI |  31-37% 42-48% 54-62% 64-61%

l 80-85 110-115 150-160 185-200 210-225

i 13-15% 18-20% | 25-27% 31-34% 35-38%
[ 110-130 145-170 200-225 260-290 305-325

Spruce-Fir 1620% | 21-25% | 29-34% | 38-44% | 46-48%
90-110 125-150 170200 |  220-250 255-280
Lodgepole Pine | 12-16% | 18-22% 24-29% | 31-36% 33-40%

%’ondﬂOsa Pine

Mixed Conifer

[
65-120 100-145 115-190 | 175240 | 215-280
Aspen | 10-20% 1624% | 19-32% | 29-40% | 36-47% _

*Developed from stand simulation runs using the forest vegetation simulator.

Table 7: Approximate range of basal areas* for various canopy closures (CC) by cover type.

Cover Type 40% CC 50% CC 60% CC 70% CC 75% CC

IPonderosa Pine 50-60 BA 75-90 BA 100-110 BA 140-165 BA | 160-170 BA

Mixed Conifer 30-50 45-75 60-115 80-130 100-135

‘Spruce-Fir 50-75 75-105 110-130 140-180 160-185

Lodgepole Pine 40-50 55-75 80-95 105-130 125-145

Aspen 45-50 55-65 75-90 100-115 115-135

*Developed from stand simulation runs using the forest vegetation simulator.

Alternatives ‘B, C, ‘D, and F: Other than Alternatives A and E, all alternatives recommend the maintenance
of a balanced range of structural stages needed to maintain either 40% of the coniferous stands or 30%
of the aspen stands in mature and old stages (VSS 5 and 6). Guidance does not extend to the percent of
area in the younger VSS classes; this is left up to forest managers to determine what would be
appropriate in order to obtain or maintain the VSS 5 and 6 class structures. This direction is consistent
with recommendations developed in local and Regional PFC documents. Achievement of these
conditions in a landscape would help maintain or improve system stability and sustainability for all
forested cover types. All alternatives require the retention of some mature and old trees on landscapes

Alternative B: Canopy closure guidelines call for 40% canopy closure in foraging areas and 50% in
post-fledgling and nest areas in VSS classes 4, 5, and 6. This is consistent in this alternative across all
cover types.

A potential problem area (identified using criteria developed in the Region 4 PFC process document for

density management) is with climax ponderosa pine in post-fledgling and nest areas (approximately 10%
of a goshawk territory) where 50% canopy closure is recommended. FVS runs indicate that ponderosa

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences Yk Page 4-16




pine stands initially thinned to prescription would exceed the PFC recommended 35% SDI%max within
5 to 30 years, depending on site and stand conditi prior to tr This may occur before the next
planned treatment entry. However, where these conditions can be demonstrated to be outside of HRV
for climax ponderosa pine, this altemative allows a variance to manage these sites within HRV. Where
management activities are proposed on such sites and variance is necessary, documentation would need
to be done during the NEPA planning process.

For most coniferous types, susceptibility to insects rates as "moderate" under this alternative. Aspen
stands would not be placed at risk from insects due to density guidelines. Where ponderosa pine is
managed in excess of 50% SDI%max, it would be more susceptible to mountain pine beetle, with
moderate-high or high susceptibility ratings in the VSS 5 and 6 classes. Treatments designed to manage
larger size trees (VSS 4, 5 and 6) in small groups may relieve competitive stress, depending on
surrounding stand conditions and the absence of environmental stresses. Susceptibility would not be
moderated for trees that are on the interior of groups which are not affected by **edge effect’’ to relieve
competitive stress. However, where higher densities are required (post-fledgling and nest areas)
susceptibility would remain at least moderate. Managing tr areas and adj landscapes for a
mosaic of stand conditions and species mixtures would alleviate insect susceptibility and reduce the
likelihood of large scale landscape disturbances. Comparatively for treated acres insect susceptibility
increases as follows: Alternative A < B < Alternatives C =F <D <E.

Canopy closure affects understory species mixture and production. Field measurements have shown that
understory species (composition and abundance) are reduced once overstory canopy closure reaches
40% (Winward 1999). At this point, shade tolerant species would begin to dominate. One study in the
ponderosa pine type in Arizona indicates a sharp drop in understory vegetation production as canopy
closure goes from 0% to 20% and a continued drop from 20% to 100% canopy closure (Deiter 1990).
High canopy closures would favor the establishment of advance regeneration of shade tolerant tree
species beneath the existing canopy. Without management intervention, this shade tolerant regeneration
would persist. Other than Alterative A, Alternatives B, C, and F would have the least detrimental
effects on understory vegetation as they allow maintenance of the lowest canopy closures. Alternative B
does not have an upper canopy closure, which could result in some cases of higher canopy closures than
reflected in the guideline. Project planning would determine the mix of desirable canopy closures.

Alternatives C and F Density guidelines call for a variety of densities ranging from 40% to 70% of the
VSS 4, 5, and 6 groups to be composed of clumps of trees with interlocking crowns. Alternatives C and
F do not contain the specificity (by cover type and VSS class) of Alternative D, and are therefore
somewhat more open to interpretation by managers and may therefore allow somewhat greater latitude
to account for differing site conditions when developing management plans.

Potential problem areas (identified using criteria developed in the R4 PFC Process [1998] for density
management ) are in climax ponderosa pine and spruce-fir stands.

Where climax ponderosa pine in nest areas (approximately 3% of a goshawk territory) is managed for a
minimum of 50% canopy closure, FVS runs indicate that stands initially thinned to prescription would
exceed the PFC recommended 35% SDI%max within 5 to 30 years and the basal area recommendation
within 20 to 25 years, depending on site and stand condition prior to treatment. This may occur before
the next planned treatment entry. However, where these conditions can be demonstrated to be outside of
HRV for climax ponderosa pine, this alternative allows a variance to manage these sites within HRV.
Where management activities are proposed on such sites and variance is necessary, documentation
would need to be done during the NEPA planning process.
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Where spruce-fir stands are managed for a minimum of 70% canopy cover in nest areas, FVS runs
indicate that stands initially thinned to prescription would exceed the PFC recommended 50% SDI1%max
within 15 to 30 years and basal area recommendations could be exceeded immediately to S years after
stands reach 70% canopy cover, depending on site and stand condition prior to treatment. This may lea
managers to reduce the time frame between treatment entries in order to maintain stands with acceptabl
risk ratings.

For coniferous cover types (except mixed conifer), susceptibility to insects rates at least "moderate" or
"moderate-high" under this alternative in VSS 4-6. For mixed conifer stands, if Douglas-fir comprises a
majority of the stand, bark beetle susceptibility would be "moderate-high” for VSS 4-6. Aspen stands
would not be placed at risk from insects due to density guidelines. Where coniferous cover types are
managed in excess of 50% SDI%max, they would be more susceptible to some species of bark beetles,
with moderate-high or high susceptibility ratings in the VSS 5 and 6 classes. Treatments designed to
manage larger size trees (VSS 4, 5 and 6) in small groups may relieve some competitive stress,
depending on surrounding stand conditions and the absence of other environmental stresses.
Susceptibility would not be moderated for trees that are on the interior of groups which are not affected
by "edge effect" to relieve competitive stress. However, where higher densities are required (post-
fledgling and nest areas) susceptibility would remain at least moderate and perhaps high. Managing
treatment areas and adjacent landscapes for a mosaic of stand conditions and species mixtures would
alleviate insect susceptibility and reduce the likelihood of large scale landscape disturbances.
Comparatively for treated acres insect susceptibility increases as follows: Alternative A <B <
Alternatives C=F <D <E.

Canopy closure affects understory species mixture and production. Field measurements have shown that
understory species (composition and abundance) are reduced once overstory canopy closure reaches
40% (Winward 1999). At this point, shade tolerant species would begin to dominate. One study in the
ponderosa pine type in Arizona indicates a sharp drop in understory vegetation production as canopy
closure goes from 0% to 20% and a continued drop from 20% to 100% canopy closure (Deiter 1990).
High canopy closures would favor the establishment of advance regeneration of shade tolerant tree
species beneath the existing canopy. Without management intervention, this shade tolerant regeneration
would persist. Alternatives B, C, and F would potentially have the least detrimental effects on
understory vegetation as they allow maintenance of the lowest canopy closures. Altenatives C and F
provide a range of canopy closures with upper ends, which may help to reduce project specific impacts
over Alternatives B and D. Project planning would determine the mix of desirable canopy closures.

Alternatives D and E: Adds guidelines for ponderosa pine. mixed conifer, and spruce/fir cover types for
regeneration opening size (mechanically created) and green tree retention in regeneration treatments (not
restricted to mechanical treatments). Mechanical opening size is restricted to | acre in size in spruce/fir
and 4 acres in ponderosa pine and mixed conifer (lodgepole pine and aspen cover types are not affected
by this guideline). Project managers would need to apply this guideline with caution where overstory
trees are infected with dwarf mistletoe to avoid causing young regeneration to become infected.
Opening width is also restricted by this same guideline in the same cover types. This is consistent with
uneven-aged stand conditions often found in these cover types and would promote establishment of
regeneration of desirable species in these types. However, the green tree retention requirements in
regeneration treatments in spruce/fir and mixed conifer cover types may be counterproductive to
obtaining regeneration of early seral species. By requiring groups of mature trees to be left in each
opening greater than | acre in size (mixed conifer) or 1/2-acre in size (spruce/fir), the establishment of
late seral species regeneration would be favored. These two guidelines may not be fully consistent with
the even-aged conditions found in many of Utah's mixed conifer (dominated by even-aged Douglas-fir
and/or white fir) and spruce/fir stands.
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The standards for green tree retention in regeneration do not distinguish between mechanical
and fire treatments. [t may be difficult to impossible to meet these guidelines if fire treatments are used
to create the openings.

Alternatives D and E add a guideline for the retention of mature and old trees when initiating mechanical
thinning (nonregeneration treatment). This guideline applies to all forested cover types. This is
consistent with uneven-aged conditions found in many of Utah’s cover types (ponderosa pine, spruce/fir,
mixed conifer, and some "stable" aspen stands). It is not consistent with even-aged conditions and
historic patch size found in lodgepole pine and many aspen stands. For all forested cover types, where
even-aged conditions exist, such treatment would, over time, result in a conversion to uneven-aged
stands.

Alternatives D and E add additional guidance for the m e of down woody material following
logging. These guidelines identify preferred slash treatments in order of priority. They identify
common practices that are currently used throughout the State, although this priority system is not in
current Plans. By specifying an order of priority, they serve to emphasize the needs of the goshawk and
its prey. These guidelines would be unlikely to alter current slash tr as they are consi with
current silvicultural prescriptions, BMPs, and Soil and Water Conservation Practices.

Alternative D: Density guidelines call for a variety of canopy closures ranging from 40% to 70% of the
VSS 4, 5, and 6 groups. Alternative D contains a very specific table of guidance that delineates canopy
closure by cover type, VSS class, and goshawk habitat area. The detail of the guideline may make it
impractical to implement, as discussed in 4.5.7.

Areas of concern (potential problem areas) are the same as those discussed for Alternatives C and F,
except that Alternative D expands the higher density guidelines from just the nest area (as in C and F) to
include the post-fledgling area, thus making the higher density guidelines applicable to 10% (rather than
3%) of a goshawk territory. In some of Utah's landscapes where forests are discontinuous, this could be
the majority of the manageable forestlands.

Canopy closure affects understory species mixture and production. Field measurements have shown that
understory species (composition and abundance) are reduced once overstory canopy closure reaches
40% (Winward 1999). At this point, shade tolerant species would begin to dominate. One study in the
ponderosa pine type in Arizona indicates a sharp drop in understory vegetation production as canopy
closure goes from 0% to 20% and a continued drop from 20% to 100% canopy closure (Deiter 1990).
High canopy closures would favor the establishment of advance regeneration of shade tolerant tree
species beneath the existing canopy. Without management intervention, this shade tolerant regeneration
would persist. After Alternative E, Alternative D would potentially have the second highest detrimental
effects on understory vegetation as it requires maintenance of high canopy closures. Alternative D does
not have an upper canopy closure, which could result in some cases of higher canopy closures than
reflected in the guideline. Project planning would determine the mix of desirable canopy closures.

Alternative . Other than Alternatives A and E, all alternatives recommend the maintenance of a
balanced range of structural stages needed to maintain either 40% of the coniferous stands or 30% of the
aspen stands in mature and old stages (VSS 5 and 6). Alternative E has a goal to achieve these same
percentages, however, it adds a standard that prohibits any treatment of VSS 5 and 6 classes for the
planning period. Guidance does not extend to the percent of area in the younger VSS classes; this is left
up to forest managers to determine what would be appropriate in order to obtain or maintain the VSS 5
and 6 class structures. Direction to maintain the stated percentage of mature and old is consistent with
recommendations developed in local and Regional PFC documents, however, direction that prevents
treatment of mature and old structures is not, and over time would tend to result in an increase in mature
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and old classes at the expense of the younger structural stages. All alternatives require the retention of
some mature and old trees on landscapes.

Alternative E prohibits all vegetative management treatment in VSS 5 and 6 class groups. In the short
term, this would inhibit treatment of many forested areas that are deemed at risk of significant structural
changes, mostly due to insect epidemics. In some areas this could result in the loss of future options if,
by gement, insect epidemics could have been prevented and, by inaction, substantive vegetative
changes occurred. If continued over time, this type of exclusionary treatment would lead to unbalanced
stand structures that are skewed toward the old classes (since as soon as a group developed from VSS 4
to 5, it would become off-limits to management and would remain so until natural disturbance patterns
removed the dominating VSS 5 and 6 component). Over time, this could favor the dominance of late
seral species in both the understory and overstory, and over time, this type of treatment could push
stands and landscapes outside of both HRV and PFC through the reduction and potential loss of early
seral species. Comparatively for treated acres insect susceptibility increases as follows: Alternative A <
B < Alternatives C =F <D <E.

Under this alternative, the elimination of the option to remove mature and old VSS classes may limit
management options in the lodgepole pine type during the 4-year implementation period. Trees 9 inches
in diameter and greater would not be available for removal through management (harvest, prescribed
fire, or other methods). The lower merchantability limit for sawtimber for lodgepole pine is 7 inches.
Post, pole, and house log sales would still be possible, however, it is likely that managers would need to
rely primarily on natural disturbance events to regenerate the type.

The elimination of the option to remove mature and old VSS classes may also affect the ability to
manage aspen stands. Trees 12 inches in diameter and greater would not be available for removal
through management. While the minimum merchantability limit on aspen is 8 inches, trees less than 10
inches in diameter are generally not desirable by industry due to high processing costs vs. low return
values. Options may be reduced during the 4-year implementation period should this alternative be
selected, and natural disturbance events would likely be the primary regeneration events for aspen.

Canopy closure guidelines for Alternative E call for 60% canopy closure in foraging areas and 75% in
post-fledgling and nest areas in VSS classes 4, 5, and 6. This is consistent in this alternative across all
cover types. Foraging areas are represented by all forested habitat, other than post-fledgling and nest
areas. Post-fledgling areas comprise approximately 600 acres. or 10% of a goshawk territory. Nest
areas comprise a sum of at least 180 acres, or approximately 3% of a territory.

Potential problem areas (identified using criteria developed in the R4 PFC Process [1998] for density
management) may occur with ponderosa pine (climax and seral stands) in foraging, post-fledgling, and
nest areas. And with spruce-fir cover types, potential problems occur in areas managed as post-fledgling
and nest areas (approximately 10% of a goshawk territory). While SDI figures do not show potential
problems with lodgepole pine, basal area figures do (see Table 7 in Effects Common to All Action
Alternatives, Category 4).

Unless a variance is obtained, climax ponderosa pine stands would always exceed the PFC
recommended 35% SDI%max. This is thought to be outside of HRV for these types. Where these
canopy closures can be demionstrated to be outside of HRV for climax ponderosa pine, this alternative
allows a variance to manage these sites within HRV. Where management activities are proposed on
such sites, documentation of the necessity of a variance would need to be completed during the NEPA
planning process
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Seral ponderosa pine stands or groups within foraging areas managed for at least 60% canopy closures
can be expected to exceed 50% SDI1%max within 5 to 10 years of treatment and basal area
recommendations within 10 to 15 years, as indicated by FVS runs. Stands or groups managed at 75%
and greater canopy closures would always exceed basal area recommendations and would exceed 60%
SDI%max and thus would be continually stressed by intra-tree competition.

Spruce-fir stands or groups within post-fledgling and nest areas that are managed at minimum canopy
closures of 75% can be expected to exceed 50% SDI%max within 5 to 10 years of treatment while basal
area recommendations would always be exceeded in these areas, as indicated by FVS runs. Such
densities would favor establishment of subalpine fir regeneration at the expense of Engelmann spruce by
maintaining conditions with overhead shade.

Alternative E would produce sites that are the most susceptible to bark beetle disturbances for the VSS
4, 5, and 6 spruce/fir and ponderosa pine types. Both high density requirements and the standard that
does not allow management treatments in VSS 5 and 6 groups can result in higher susceptibility ratings
and a higher probability of insect caused disturbances within landscapes. When coupled with the current
spruce bark beetle epidemics occurring within the State, elimination of the option to treat VSS 5 and 6
classes could result in increased tree mortality and a continued rapid shift in structural stages (from old
to young) throughout much of the State in the spruce-fir type. Aspen stands would not be placed at risk
from insects due to density guidelines. In mixed conifer stands where Douglas-fir dominates the
overstory, bark beetle susceptibility would be "moderate" or "high.” Treatments designed to manage
larger size trees (VSS 4, 5 and 6) in small groups may relieve competitive stress, depending on
surrounding stand conditions and the absence of environmental stresses. Susceptibility would not be
moderated for trees that are on the interior of groups which are not affected by "edge effect” to relieve
competitive stress. However, where higher densities are required (post-fledgling and nest areas)
susceptibility would remain at least moderate and perhaps high. Managing treatment areas and adjacent
landscapes for a mosaic of stand conditions and species mixtures would alleviate insect susceptibility
and reduce the likelihood of large scale landscape disturbances. Comparatively for treated acres insect
susceptibility increases as follows: Alternative A < B < Alternatives C = F <D <E.

The reduction in temporary roads in Alternatives D and E may reduce management options which, in
turn, could potentially allow insect populations to increase, causing additional mortality. Expanded
insect populations could potentially affect adjacent treated areas.

Canopy closure affects understory species mixture and production. Field measurements have shown that
understory species (composition and abundance) are reduced once overstory canopy closure reaches
40% (Winward 1999). At this point, shade tolerant species would begin to dominate. One study in the
ponderosa pine type in Arizona indicates a sharp drop in understory vegetation production as canopy
closure goes from 0% to 20% and a continued drop from 20% to 100% canopy closure (Deiter 1990).
High canopy closures would favor the establishment of advance regeneration of shade tolerant tree
species beneath the existing canopy. Without management intervention, this shade tolerant regeneration
would persist. Alternative E would have the greatest potentially detrimental effects on understory
vegetation by requiring the maintenance of the highest canopy closures.

Nest and Post-Fledgling Areas Only

All Alternatives: Current Forest Plan direction does not contain direction on conducting surveys for
goshawks and identifying habitat. However, Regional guidance directs Forests to conduct these
activities prior to vegetation management project implementation. All alternatives include direction for
conducting surveys for goshawk nests and identifying habitat (nest areas). While these guidelines vary
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somewhat between alternatives, the effects on vegetation do not. It is unlikely that any direct or indirect
effects on vegetation would occur as a result of surveys or habitat identification

Current Forest Plan direction does not contain direction to protect goshawk habitat: however, all Forest
Plans include direction to protect the habitat of sensitive species. and Regional guidance directs forest
managers to take measures to protect goshawk habitat. While interpretation and application may vary
somewhat across the State, general direction is the same: active nest sites are protected from vegetation
trecatments and timing restrictions are imposed around nest areas. These restrictions sometimes extend
to the post-fledgling area. All alternatives include similar restrictions within and around active nest
areas. Alternative E is slightly less flexible with regard to "permitted human activities." All alternatives
have similar guidance in regard to allowabie opening sizes within post-fledgling areas. Alternatives D
and E add opening width guidance. The effects (direct. indirect, or cumulative) on vegetation by these
various protection standards and guidelines summarized above would not be nieasurably different from
one alternative to the next, including Alternative A (the current condition). All have similar guidance
with regard to the types of vegetative treatments allowable and the timing of treatments

All alternatives inclule a guideline recommending the restriction of management activities within post-
fledgling areas during the active nesting period. This guideline has been variably applied across the
State sometimes restricting activities v.ithin the nest area only and sometimes restricting activities withip
the entire post-fledgling area. Depending upon the on-site application and the size of the area restricted.
this may or may not have impacts on vegetative treatment options and the timing of these treatments
beyond the nest area. At the extreme, restrictions have the potential to raise the costs of operations or to
make portions of a sale or whole sale areas economically inoperable. Alternatives A through F apply
this guideline equally.

Other Miscellaneous Areas of Concern

Alternative A: Landscape assessments provide for improved coordination of management activities and
improve the analysis of cumulative effects. Current Forest Plan guidance does not require the use of
landscape assessments. However, all forests in Utah currently use some form of landscape assessment
for some planning processes. Under Alternative A. it is likely that the use of landscapc assessniciiis
would continue to be inconsistent between Forests and Districts.

All Action Alternatives: All action alternatives contain guidelines recommending the use of landscape
level assessments during pre-project planning. Alternative B contains this recommendation for
assessing landscape structure only. Altemnatives C-F contain this recommendation for assessing
landscape process, composition, and structure. Forest Plans do not require landscape assessments, and
implementation of guidance to complete landscape assessments before project pianning and
implementation is a change from current direction. Many projects are currently implemented without
the benefit of formal landscape level analysis, and landscape assessments are needed to coordinate
project treatments to insure landscape level HRV and PFC parameters are not exceeded. The necessity
to complete landscape analyses may increase the time needed to plan projects and may increase
administrative costs. Implementation of the guideline would require most national forests in Utah to
increase their current database on landscape condition. Al national forests in Utah are currently
instituting some form of landscape assessments that are designed to help answer this question and
others. Forests are currently beginning to do this to better assess cumulative effects and overall
ecosystem need

Implementation of the various guidelines that require the maintenance and knowledge of a variety of
structural and seral vegetation stages across landscapes would require most national forests in Utah to
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increase their current knowledge base of landscape condition and trend. All national forests in Utah are
currently instituting some form of landscape assessments that are designed to help answer these
questions. However, implementation of guidance to complete landscape assessments before project
planning and implementation is a change from current direction. While forests are currently beginning
to do this in order to better assess cumulative effects and overall need, many projects are currently
implemented without the benefit of formal lands-ape level analysis.

Under Alternative B, guidance to do landscape assessments will determine the structural stage class mix
across the landscape. While this will help managers conduct improved planning processes, it will not be
as beneficial as Altenatives C-F that proviue guidance to conduct assessments for ecosystem structure,
composition and process.

Alternatives C, D, E, and F: Additional guidance concerning the use and determination of HRV and PFC
is added. Managing landscapes to remain within HRV and PFC is a conservative approach that is
intended to insure that all ecosyster: components remain upon the landscape, thus not eliminating future
options while preserving ecosystem resilicncy to perturbations.

Alternative D: Implementation of the various gui lelines that require the maintenance and knowledge of a
variety of structural and seral vegetation stages across landscapes would require most national forests in
Utah to increase their current knowledge base of landscape condition and trend. All national forests in
Utah are currently instituting some form of landscape assessments that are designed to help answer these
questions. Guidance to con, 'cie landscape assessments before project planning and implementation is a
change from current direction. While Forests are currently beginning to do this in order to better assess
cumul “ive effects and overall need, many projects are currently implemented without the benefit of
forma' landscape level analysis.

Alteimative D and i add grazing utilization guidelines, but the two alternatives differ in their approach.
For both, the guidelines would be applied only where grazing coincides with goshawk habitat. This
would be applied to forested understories and vegetation in small openings (generally less than | acre in
size) that are surrounded by forested habitat. The Alternative D guideline reduces utilization from
current grazing standards (that generally allow averages of 45-65%) to an average of 20% not to exceed
40% in any one area. In order to accomplish this, managers may have to reduce grazing on adjacent
areas where livestock cannot be effectively herded. Alternative D only focuses on utilization guidelines
to promote the desired understory forage, seed mast, and cover. Changes in grazing practices such as
season of use or grazing system are other tools that in some cases may be more effective than simply
focusing on utilization.

Vegetatively, this would reduce some of the grazing impacts to understory vegetation, including
grazing/trampling pressure on tree seedlings. Aspen could be expected te respond favorably to reduced
grazing pressure. This guidance would promote a reversal of the negative impacts to herbaceous
vegetation as noted in Graham et al. (1999). Although some research debates whether livestock grazing
would or would not have short and/or long term effects on forest structure and understory vegetation
(Latham 1999, Jorritsma et al. 1999, Kienast et al. 1999, Reimoser et al. 1999), in Utah's environment, it
is unlikely that substantial changes in \egetation would be notable on drier upland sites within the 4-year
planning period Within riparian sites, improved vegetative conditions could be expected to be
measurable within the planning period. Should such practices continue, substantial changes in
vegetation composition and structure might be expected where understories had previously been grazed
more heavily by livestock. Cumulatively, this could have an effect on fine fuel loadings and fire
frequencies, allowing more frequent fires to burn through the understories of affected stands. This =ffect
would be most noticeable in aspen, ponderosa pine, and mid to low elevation mixed conifer cover t ypes.
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Alternatives D and E:  Add guidelines concerning road management and the use of skid trails. These
would not have any direct affect on vegetation. Indirectly they may affect economic viability of
potential vegetation treatments by reducing access and may therefore limit management options in some
areas. Such arecas may go untreated if mechanical treatments are the only option.

Alternative £: Adds a guideline that would eliminate the possibility of conducting vegetation treatments
on "unsuited" timberlands for the sole purpose of promoting goshawk habitat. This may serve to limit
managers’ options should treatment of such areas be desirable for habitat improvement or mitigation for
activities in other portions of a goshawk territory. However, it is unlikely that this would affect
vegetation treatment proposals. as typical treatment proposals on unsuited lands are done with broader
purposes in mind (such as regeneration of seral species, fuels treatments, and/or watershed concerns).

Alternative F: Alternative D and F add grazing utilization guidelines, but the two alternatives differ in
their approach. For both, the guidelines would be applied only where grazing coincides with goshawk
habitat. This would be applied to forested understories and vegetation in small openings (generally less
than 1 acre in size) that are surrounded by forested habitat. Alternative F provides guidance that wildlife
needs for forage should be determined through the landscape assessment process and that, if this process
determines livestock grazing is contributing to an identified functioning-at-risk or nonfunctioning
condition (relative to PFC), modifications to grazing practices should be determined and implemented.
In order to accomplish this, managers may have to reduce grazing on adjacent areas where livestock
cannot be effectively herded, although this would affect fewer acres than Alternative D. Compared to
Alternative D, which only focuses utilization guidelines to promote the desired understory forage, seed
mast, and cover, Alternative F allows for managerial decisions to utilize various livestock management
tools to address site specific problems and improvements. These may include alteration of grazing
systems, alteration of the season of use, or other appropriate management needed to achieve the
guideline. This may improve the managers" ability to correct problems.

Vegetatively, this would likely help to identify site-specific grazing-related resource problems and help
to correct these. On identified sites, this would reduce some of the grazing impacts to understory
vegetation, including grazing/trampling pressure on tree seedlings. Aspen could be expected to respond
favorably to reduced grazing pressure. This guidance would promote a reversal of the negative impacts
to herbaceous vegetation as noted in Graham et al. (1999). Although some research debates whether
livestock grazing would or would not have short and/or long term effects on forest structure and
understory vegetation (Latham 1999, Jorritsma et al. 1999, Kienast et al. 1999, Reimoser et al. 1999), in
Utah’s environment, it is unlikely that substantial changes in vegetation would be notable on drier
upland sites within the 4-year planning period. Within riparian sites designated for protection, improved
vegetative conditions could be expected to be measurable within the planning period. Should such
practices continue, substantial changes in vegetation composition and structure might be expected where
understories had previously been grazed more heavily by livestock. Cumulatively, this could have an
effect on fine fuel loadings and fire frequencies, allowing more frequent fires to burn through the
understories of affected stands. This effect would be most noticeable in aspen, ponderosa pine, and mid
to low elevation mixed conifer cover types.

Treatment Prioritization

Only Afternative ¥ provides direction on the prioritization of projects. These priorities are stated as
objectives. Current Forest Plan objectives are generally focused on goods and services. not on
restoration and maintenance of ecosystems. The addition of these objectives focus the six affected
national forests on prevention, restoration, and maintenance of ecosystems for properly functioning
condition. Application of such a priority system should, over time, have a positive effect on vegetation
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and ecosystems. During the 4-year planning period, they would serve to direct these national forests
where to concentrate management proposals, which would likely result in the greatest benefits to
identified functioning-at-risk and nonfunctioning portions of ecosystems.

Compared to Alternatives A-E that allow projects to be implemented in functioning systems, Alternative F
strives to implement projects only in functioning-at-risk or nonfunctioning systems, and these projects
must be designed to improve ecosystem structure, composition, and process relative to PFC. Thus
Alternative F would have the least potential to cause degradation of ecosystems and the greatest
likelihood to protect and/or enhance functioning-at-risk and nonfunctioning ecosystems or portions
thereof.

Monitoring Requirements

All Alternatives: Alternative A adds no new monitoring requirements over what current Forest Plans
contain. Alternatives B-F add several monitoring requirements that are not in current Forest Plans.
These requirements are designed to insure that vegetation treatments accomplish desired results and do
not cause degradation of goshawk habitat or populations. Even though monitoring varies somewhat by
alternative, the requirements would have no direct impact on vegetation. Indirect impacts could occur if
monitoring revealed the need to change management direction, thus affecting management practices and
their effects on vegetation composition, structure, and process. Alternatives C-F add monitoring
requirements for post-treatment occupancy and the requirement to change should projects result in
goshawk territory abandonment. Alternatives D and F add monitoring requirements that coincide with
the grazing guidelines in the two alternatives. Other than the post-treatment occupancy monitoring.
monitoring is to be reported on a 3 to S-year schedule, and it 1s unlikely that monitoring would reveal the
need for change within the 4-year planning period.

4.3.2 Wildlife

Effects Summary - Alternatives A-F vary in their ability to reduce risk to loss of habitat needed to
support the currently viable population of goshawks in Utah. When looking at them in a very broad
perspective only, they can be rated from highest to lowest reduction in risk to habitat. The alternative
with the highest risk reduction provides the greatest opportunity for maintenance. and possible
restoration and enhancements.

Highest reduction in risk - > Lowest reduction in risk
Al F Al C Alt. D AlLB Alt. E Alt. A

This is a very simplistic comparison of alternatives; detailed disclosures for this rating follow.

Assumptions for and Basis of Effects - The HCS describes the habitat needed to support goshawks and
variety of prey species, and provides a good model of habitats used by forest wildlife communities (Utah
NFs etal. 1998). The foundation of the HCS was the Assessment (Graham et al. 1999) and the
Management Recommendations for the Northern Goshawk in the Southwestern United States (Reynolds
etal. 1992). The basis for evaluating the effects of an alternative is a comparison between the desired
habitat conditions (DHCs) found in the HCS and management recommendations in the Assessment
relative to how well management direction in cach alternative provides for consistency in project design
and implementation to further the achievement of the DHC described in 2.3.2 and the HCS.

For threatened, endangered, and proposed (TEP), and management indicator (MIS) and sensitive species
groupings, the effects disclosure is relative to how using alternative management direction to guide
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future project design and implementation will affect habitat associated with these species. Only those
species known to be associated with forest habitats that may be affected by changes in management
direction are discussed. For TEP species, the habitat for Canada lynx and Mexican spotted owl (MSO)
is evaluated. For MIS and sensitive species it is more variable depending on the category (1-7) of
management direction (2.3.2); MIS and sensitive species are identified as needed. Appendix H contains
the Biological Assessments and Evaluations for TEP and sensitive species, respectively.

The debate in the biological community about the appropriateness of some habitat attributes described in
the DHCs and management recommendations in the Assessment is disclosed in Alternative E only,
where the debated direction is incorporated.

Cumulative effects are addressed separately in subsection (4). The cumulative effects analysis area
(Appendix G) represents areas on the six affected national forests where goshawks are known to occupy
in their normal life cycle during spring, summer and fall. Goshawks are occasionally observed during
winter months in pinyon/juniper that may overlap adjacent areas; however, little information exists on
winter habitat use in Utah. Because information on winter habitat use is very limited. it was not included
in this effects analysis.

Although there is no one area that is perfect for all wildlife species, the cumulative effects area used
should be sufficient to address effects. Therefore, the same area is used for MIS, sensitive and TEP
species.

This analysis addresses cumulative effects in potentially suitable habitat on federally-administered lands
and nonfederal lands for the species groupings discussed under direct and indirect effects. The
alternatives provide management direction across lands administered by the Forest Service on the six
affected national forests including lands in Utah, Colorado and Wyoming. This analysis assumes that
all agencies that were signatory to the HCS will be implementing the intent of the recommendations
contained therein.

It is my professional judgement that existing data on the number of goshawk young removed by
permitted falconers has no biological effect on goshawk habitat or populations in Utah; this judgement is
also supported by UDWR (1999). Their removal is not included in the analysis because it is a UDWR
permitied action and is not affected by this action.

Effects to Goshawk Population Viability, All Alternatives Including No Action (Alternative A) -

None of the alternatives will result in loss of goshawk population viability during the time frame of this
amendment (projected to be 4 years). Based on the best information available, the current goshawk
population is viable and habitat ir. Utah is of sufficient quality, quantity aud distribution to continue to
support this viable population (Utah NFs et al.1998) during the life of this amendment regardless of the
alternative selected.

Effects of Exemption Areas and Exempted Uses, All Action Alternatives (Alternatives B-F) -

Direction in action alternatives apply to all lands except wilderness, research natural areas (RNAs).
national recreation areas (NRAs), special uses, urban interface, and developed recreation sites (see
2.3.2). The alternative direction would be implemented in exemption areas when it does not conflict
with primary use. However, where implementation would conflict with the primary designated use in
the exempted areas, implementation would not be required.

Wilderness, RNAs, NRAs account for the majority of the acreage in exempted categories (see 2.3.2).
The largest NRA in Utah is the Flaming Gorge NRA in northeastern Utah, which is dominated by desert
shrub habitats and Flaming Gorge Reservoir. Very little of this NRA is considered to be suitable
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goshawk habitat (Paulin 1999). Wilderness and RNA areas often include lands that are suitable habitat
for goshawks. Management in these areas is typically designed to allow native processes to be the
dominant influence on the landscape, which is consistent with the goal of restoring natural disturbance
regimes and other ecological processes on lands that are covered by the geographic range of alternative
proposals. The goshawk habitat assessment did not identify any problems or negative trends in lands in
the wilderness, RNA or NRA management categories. Overall, habitat and trends within these
management categories are presumed to be stable, and would probably continue to be stable even if
recommendations in the HCS are not fully implemented in these areas over the interim period of this
amendment. However, over the long term. this becomes more uncertain (Graham et al. 1999),

On a statewide basis, acreages of the other exempted areas (#s 3, 4 and 5) are small (less than 4% of the
total NFS lands in the project area) when compared to the total available suitable habitat (see 2.3.2).
Because such a small amount of forested land is affected by these exemptions that are outside
wilderness, RNAs and NRAs, variations in habitat suitability on these lands is not expected to cause a
measurable change in goshawk abundance or population trends at the state level over the life of this
amendment.

In addition to areas defined above, use related to locatable, mineral material or leasable mineral
activities and facilities that have been authorized for such use under existing plans, licenses or permits,
or have been leased or authorized for leasing prior to the decision date of this amendment. will not be
affected by this amendment. Exempting these uses will not result in any measurable impacts to existing
habitat. As documented in the project record (Exhibit P) these uses typically only result in disturbance
to approximately 1% of the surface acres under lease or permit. The timing of use of surface facilities
are generally of more concem. However, appropriate measures will be taken to protect goshawk habitat
and nesting activity to the extent agreed to by the lessee, permittee, or operator and/or within the legal
authorities of the responsible agencies. Therefore, little impact to habitat or the viability of the
statewide goshawk population is expected to result from existing mineral activities over the life of this
amendment.

Discussion of Direct and Indirect Effects - Effects are discussed by the three species groupings found
in Chapter 3:

¢ Goshawk habitat and abundance;
¢ Sensitive and MIS Species; and
¢ TEP species.

Under each species grouping effects are described by the seven categories of management direction,
including the monitoring requirements described in Chapter 2 (2.3.2).

Goshawk Habitat and Abundance

Native Processes (Goshawk Habitat and Abundance)

Alternative A- Forest plans allow, and in some cases specify, management actions that are not consistent
with historic disturbance regimes. Current forest management does not ensure large tracts of mature and
old forests scattered across the landscape. This has resulted in landscapes with varying amounts of
mature and old forests, which help provide goshawk nesting habitat. In addition, it has created an
abundance of mid and late-seral forests and a lack of early seral species. Fire suppression, and to so
degree past timber management activities, have been the primary agents contributing to this condition
This has resulted in areas of unstable conditions where large tracts of forests are susceptible to insccts.
disease and fire and areas where mature and old seral species dominated forests are lacking. Although
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these are native processes they are occurring on very large scales. This may create widely varying
degrees of goshawk habitat availability across both time and space. Goshawk abundance will be
similarly variable with an increased risk of extinction at lower population levels, compared to more
stable habitat conditions, such as those described in the regional PFC assessment (USDA. 1996). The
effects of this alternative from human caused disturbance events such as prescribed fire and timber
harvest are difficult to predict because no specific direction is contained in Forest Plans regarding
whether activities should remain within the variability of size, intensity, and frequency of native
disturbance regimes characteristic of the subject landscape and ecological process

Alternatives ‘B and E: These alternatives differ from the "No Action" in their effects on patch size and
distribution of structural stages. They will create a more diverse pattern of habitat patches across
landscapes. Where prescribed fire and timber harvest are used, there will be less of a tendency for large
areas of forest to follow a **boom and bust’" pattern of succession due to large scale insect, disease
and/or fire events. This translates to productive, sustainable habitat conditions for both goshawks and
their prey, and greater stability in state wide goshawk abundance.

Because HRV will be the base line management direction, ecosystem sustainability will help provide
habitat for the goshawk and its prey throughout time. This will help provide the habitat base for
sustainable goshawk populations.

Alternatives C, D and F. These alternatives incorporate the Assessment and HCS recommendations to
emulate natural disturbance regimes and define a "natural" event or process as one that falls within HRV
as defined in PFC. Refer to Appendix D for a detailed discussion of HRV versus PFC.

They differ from the "No Action” in their effect on patch size and distribution of structural stages and
species composition. [t will create a more diverse pattern of habitat patches at watershed and larger
scales. Where prescribed fire and timber harvest are used, there will be less of a tendency for large areas
of forest to be in a **boom and bust'" pattern of succession due to large scale insect, disease and/or fire
events. This translates to productive, sustainable habitat conditions for both goshawks and their prey.
and greater stability in the state wide goshawk abundance.

Working within the bounds of HRV as defined by PFC will have an added benefit for goshawk habitat in
smaller scale landscapes than may not be realized under Alternatives B or E. Extreme disturbance
events that may alter landscapes at a Sth or 6th order HUC or larger scale are not desired within the
range of HRV as defined by PFC (refer to Appendix D for a detailed discussion): though they may be
within the full range of HRV. Retaining habitats across landscapes as small as 5th or 6th order HUC's
(10s to 100s of thousands of acres) will promote a more constant supply of habitat throughout the statc
of Utah. Retaining a good mix of habitat at these smaller scales will help reduce risks to losing habitat
needed to support meta-populations throughout Utah important to sustaining the viability of the
population at the State scale through time.

Forest Composition (Goshawk Habitat and Abundance

Alternative A: The Assessment and HCS recommend active promotion of early seral tree species. A
good mix of early seral species in cover types is recommended because of their value to certain goshawk
prey species, and because many goshawk nests have been found in cover types dominated by those
species. Most of the LRMPs in Utah contain general direction to maintain vegetative diversity and/or to
maintain all the habitats needed to support the existing array of wildlifz species on the planning unit.
Presumably all existing vegetative types will be maintained in order to meet the broad diversity goals.
However, the LRMPs do not take into account the range of cover types that may be possible on forested
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lands. Therefore, determining what constitutes satisfactory vegetative diversity is rather narrowly
defined to the range of conditions currently found on the landscape, and may not represent the full
arrangement of cover types that occurred historically. Furthermore, the scale at which diversity is to be
maintained is the management area or National Forest. No provision is made for maintaining diversity
at the scale of an ecological unit such as a potential vegetation type. watershed or land type.

Management for carly seral tree species is permitted but is not a specific objective. This leaves a greater
opportunity for differing interpretations and management priorities. This will result in a wide range of
seral stages and species. which could result in high fluctuations in goshawk and prey species habitat.
Under current management direction, achievement of the forest composition elements of the Assessment
and HCS is likely to be inconsistent from forest to forest, and trends in cover type availability and
distribution at the state level will be hard to predict. Current direction could result in landscapes
dominated by late and/or early seral species; emphasis on early seral species is not provided. Continued
trends of landscapes dominated by late seral species are likely to result in unstable habitat conditions.
which support goshawks and their prey.

This altenative will allow the use of native plant species, however, no existing forest plan direction
exists which recommends the use natives species over nonnative species. Without direction to favor the
use of native species over nonnative species the progression towards desired habitat conditions will
likely be at greater risk and management options may be reduced.

All Action Alternatives: All action alternatives have direction which promote cover types such as aspen
and lodgepole pine, which are of high value to certain goshawk prey species and in which many
goshawk nests have been found. Landscapes with early seral communities, such as aspen and lodgepole,
tend to be more resilient and less susceptible to large scale mortality events (c.g., insect outbreaks; see
vegetation discussion). Thus, landscapes in which early seral species are represented with a mix of
mature and old forests will provide valuable habitat for goshawk nesting and prey species. This will
support more goshawks, their prey and be a more stable source of habitat over time than landscapes
dominated by !atc scial communities.

Alternative B, C, D and F: These alternatives also contain direction to use native plants rather than
nonnative when and where available, thus avoiding disruption of natural successional pathways, unless
nonnatives are needed to meet specific restoration or maintenance objectives. The preferred use of native
plants in management activities will benefit goshawk habitat by helping to maintain or restore landscape
systems back to a functioning condition. This will help support long-term sustainability for goshawks
and their prey.

Promoting early seral species and using native species will tend to improve ecosystem resilience and
may increase vegetative species diversity over current conditions. This will help provide the habitat
basc for sustainable goshawk populations.

Alternative £: In addition to the benefits of seral species discussed above, the standard to only use native
plant species from locally adapted seed sources in this alternative will likely have short and long term
benefits to the overall function of native processes, composition and structure within and among
landscapes. Because native processes are very complex and take a considerable amount of time to cycle
through a landscape, initiating the usc of native species will have short and long-term benefits to the
ecosystem. Once nonnative species are established it can be very difficult to change species
composition back to natives. This alternative will have short and long lasting effects to goshawk habitat
and the sustainability of that habitat over time. However, because native seed from locally adapted seed
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sources can sometimes be difficult to obtain. this requirement may not be practicable to achieve all the
time

Forest Structure (Goshawk Habitat and Abundance)

Alternative A: The Assessment and HCS provide specific direction on key structural attributes at the
stand level. These components include down woody debris, snags, and canopy closure. At the
landscape level the HCS recommends mixes of structural stages by cover type, including 40% mature
and old in coniferous forests, and 30% of mature and old in aspen landscapes. All forest plans contain
direction on down woody debris and snag retention. However, they differ with respect to the required
tons of woody debris as well as snag numbers and diameters per acre. In several cases forest plans
recommend lower tons or numbers than described in the HCS. Two of the six forests have identified
desired mixes of structural stages. The other forests plans contain no specific direction for structural
stages other than mature and old forest structure. No forest plans contained direction on canopy closure.

All forest plans provide for the retention of some mature and old forests, ranging from 5-10% in selected
management units. However, several forest plans specify rotation ages for selected forest cover types
that may be too short to allow the development of complex mature and old forest stand structures
desired. This means that in some active timber management areas mature and old forest structures will
not occur outside of the areas designated to meet the minimum retention levels of 5-10%. For example.
four of the six forest plans define desired rotation lengths ranging from 80-200 years depending on cover
type. The Assessment and HCS indicate that several of these same cover types will take more than 200
years to achieve mature and old forest structure

Therefore, forest plans permit, but do not ensure, implementation of the recommendations in the
Assessment and HCS. Minimal implementation of current forest plan direction will result in smaller
diameters and fewer tons of down woody debris, fewer snags, and potentially more open canopies and
less mature and old forest than recommended in the HCS. Since these conditions are linked to prey
abundance and the occurrence of goshawk nests, failure to implement these recommendations will result
in a decrease in goshawk habitat effectiveness and suitability. The lack of these attributes across the
landscape may reduce management options in the Juture. This will result in uncertainties concerning
goshawk distribution and abundance. Although these conditions will be difficult to detect over the next
four years. habitat cond. ‘ons will not be trending in a direction to maintain or improve goshawk habitat

All Action Alternatives: While some aspects of structure vary by action alternatives (i.e.. balance of
structural stages across landscapes, canopy cover, retention of mature and old live trees and other
treatment restrictions/prioritizations). direction for snags, down logs and woody debris are the same in
Alternatives B-F. Snags. down logs and woody debris will be managed at levels that are beneficial to
prey species and goshawks (Reynolds et al. 1992 Utah NFs et al. 1998; Graham et al. 1999).
Incorporating the size and amounts of these habitat elements into future project design and
implementation will have short-term positive effects on these species. And, application of this direction
across all six Utah NFs in a consistent manner addresses state scale habitat needs with the resulting
effect of continuing to support the currently viable population of goshawk (Utah NFs et al. 1998).

Alternative B In addition to the benefits of snags. down logs and woody debris previously described,
Alternative B also promotes forest management practices throughout Utah that will provide at least 40%
canopy closure for prey and goshawk habitat and at least 40% mature and old forest in conifer and 30%
in aspen. These attributes are all important to goshawks and their prey. Direction in this alternative will
help ensure that these structural attributes are consistently available throughout the state. By providing a
desired mix of structural stages, Alternative B will provide for continual recruitment of new stands into
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the mature and old category. This will tend to create a more constant, sustainable supply of suitable
habitat for nesting goshawks. Even though little difference will be apparent in the short term ( ur
years), it is my professional judgement that goshawk habitat effectiveness will gradually improve and
statewide goshawk abundance will be more stable over the long-term than with the no action alternative.
The retention of at least 40% canopy closure in all cover types will provide habitat for some prey
species, however this will not likely provide adequate canopy for some primary prey such as squirrels.
Therefore, the canopy closure recommended may not meet all the habitat requirements for some
goshawk prey, and may not be adequate in the long term.

Alternatives C and F. In addition to the benefits of snags, down logs and woody debris previously
described, Alternatives C and F provide similar direction to maintain at least 40% mature and old forest
in conifer and 30% in aspen as discussed under Alternative B. Direction will help ensure that habitat is
treated consistently, and that forest management practices throughout Utah will provide the structural
attributes important to goshawks.

The key difference in these altemnatives compared to other action alternatives is the direction for canopy
closure (g-15). Itis my professional judgement that the approach for achieving canopy closures through
retention of a percentage of acres in 2-9 tree clumps of VSS 4.5, and 6 class trees with interlocking
crowns will help create sustainable habitat for goshawk prey species better than Alternatives A, B, and
E. Managing for a range of canopy closures, compared to the minimum described in Alternative B, will
provide improved habitat conditions for the goshawk and its prey.

The structural attributes promoted by direction under these alternatives will provide a more constant,
sustainable supply of suitable goshawk nesting and ivraging habitat. It is my professional judgement that
goshawk habitat effectiveness will be improved and goshawk abundance will be more stable statewide
than under Alternatives A and B.

Alternative . In addition to the benefits of snags. down logs and woody debris previously described
direction in this alternative, like that found in Alternatives B, C and F, provides a desired mix of
structural stages that will ensure continual recruitment of new stands into the mature and old category
(Reynolds et al 1992). The mix of structural stages desired is that needed to sustain 40% mature and old
in coniferous forests, and 30% of mature and old in aspen forests within landscapes.

Direction for variable canopy closures by cover type and habitat area (g-16), retention of groups of
mature and old trees with interlocking crowns (g-10, s-3 and s-4), created small openings (g-8), and
priority for activity slash treatments (g-12) in this alternative differs from that found in Alternatives B or
C. These modifications or additions will provide some enhancements to habitat effectiveness for
goshawks and their prey. This alternative may provide a higher quality of structural attributes than that
provided for under current plan direction (Alternative A) and slightly higher amounts than Alternatives
B. C. and F due to the higher canopy closures desired in some habitat areas.

This alternative includes the most prescriptive direction for specific canopy closures by cover type and
goshawk habitat area found in any alternative. Though the canopy covers reflected in this alternative are
those desired where achievable, the lack of flexibility in this direction may constrain the ability of the
agency to adapt to the variety of site conditions found. Therefore, this may reduce the effectiveness of
management actions to promote desired canopy conditions within the capability of a specific site.

Alternative D also includes direction for the retention of at least six live mature and old trees in groups
with interlocking crowns, in vegetation treatment areas including regeneration treatments. This will
have positive effects on squirrel habitat. As a result of the emphasis on maintaining or restoring clumps
of trees with interlocking crown, direction provided in this alternative will provide for the needs of prey.
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optimizing habitat conditions for species such as squirrels. This approach to achievement of canopy
closure is similar to that found in C and F throughout home ranges. and will provide better habitat than
that under Alternatives A and B. [t will be better that Alternatives C and F. only in that it may provide
for more cover in distinct habitat areas when combined with the direction for canopy closure

Alternatives B. C. and F contain recommendations on opening size in the nest and PFAS but not in the
foraging area (g-25). Alternatives D and E are the only alternatives that recommend opening size
guidelines to be applied throughout the home range (g-8). Alternatives D and E also modity the
guideline on opening size in nest and PFAs (g-26) to include a width requirement and further cover type
breakdowns. Implementation of these guidelines may result in a higher interspersion of structural
stages important to several goshawk prey species. Though these guidelines will likely result in enhanced
conditions for goshawk prey. these enhancements will be difficult to detect in the life of this

amendment. Therefore. it is my professional judgement that these guidelines are not essential over the
interim period in order to maintain management options for future actions

All action alternatives provide direction on retaining woody debris and downed logs. However, this
alternative (as well as Alternative E) establishes a list of tools to attain these attnbutes and the priority
for which these tools should be implemented. Fire was identified in this alternative and by Reynolds et
al. (1992) as the first priority of treatment to help achieve the desired amounts of woody debris and
downed logs followed by mechanical treatments.  Although other alternatives do not make
recommendations as to the priority of which tools should be used to attain the goal for woody debris and
downed logs. it is my professional judgement and experience that the goals and guidelines for down logs
and woody debnis will be attained regardless of the prioritization through direction in this alternative
Current plans already have direction in place for other resource protection that will meet the same intent
In addition. due to site specific variations ar.d individual site needs, how to achievc the guidelines for
down logs and woody debris should be decided at the time of the project.

Alterna > Structural direction in this alternative differs from Alternative D in two key aspects. First
it contains a standard (s-2) that requires the retention of all mature and old forest groups over the next 4
vears to provide for the immediate protection of goshawk nesting and foraging habitat. This will have
short-term positive effects on goshawks and their prey. and an unknown etfect on the long-term
sustainability of mature and old forests. Because this alternative does not allow the removal of any
mature and old (VSS 5 and 6) forest management induced disturbances (i.e.. timber harvest, prescribed
fire) will only occur in VSS classes 1-4. Forest composition and structure is not expected to change
over the short life of this amendment. however. this may likely create conditions for "boom and bust”
events to occur within the mature and old forests. These “*boom and bust™" patterns could create similar
patterns in goshawk populations. Only natural disturbances (i.e.. wildfire) will be allowed to occur in
these areas to create early seral conditions within the mature and old forests.

The second key difference is that Alternative E provides direction for minimum canopy closures from
60-75% depending on the goshawk habitat area (g-14). The long-term sustainability of landscapes
managed with 60-75% canopy closures will create additional unknown risks to habitat due to increased
risk and susceptibility to wildland fire. insects and disease. Goshawk habitat effectiveness over the
interim penod of this amendment may improve. but will not likely be measurable. Like other action
alternatives, this alternative, even with its inherent risks., will likely create an opportunity for the
maintenance ot a stable population of goshawks statewide. more so than the use of current plan direction
(No Action) during the life of this amendment

Measurable differences in effects between this alternative and others will be difficult to detect and
monitor over the lite of this amendment. However, there is a probability that long-term etfects to torest
composition and structure could occur. such as those currently being experienced on the Mant-LaSal
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and Dixie NFs from bark beetle epidemics. Therefore, it is my professional Jjudgement that goshawk
habitat effectiveness will be sustained or improved over the life of this amendment; however. long-term
effects regarding habitat and goshawk population sustainability will be a concern. Therefore, this
alternative will likely have the greatest risk of the action alternatives for reducing management options
in the future, due to habitat sustainability issues.

Nest and Post-Fledgling Areas Only (Goshawk Habuat and Abundance)

Alternative . None of the forest plans contain specific management direction regarding nest or post
ﬂMgImg areas. Although existing forest plan direction exists to maintain or enhance habitat for all
sensitive species, there is a lack of specific forest plan management direction for the goshawk.

To date, most Utah NFs are implementing the intent of the scientific principals contained in the HCS
and other scientific information on goshawks, however, application has been inconsistent. The lack of
specific direction to manage habitat for the goshawk and its prey has resulted in an inconsistent
application of protection measures, due to differing interpretations and management priorities on the six
National Forests in Utah.

Forest Plans in Utah do not contain specific direction regarding recommendations on goshawk territory
occupancy surveys. National Forests are currently conduciing surveys as the result of a letter sent out by
the Intermountain Regional Forester in 1991 which directed forests to conduct surveys in suitable ’
habitat. However, different interpretations and implementation of the Regional Foresters letter as
resulted in a lack of consistency in collecting survey information. Consistency is needed to aggregate
this information from districts and forests to a statewide database. Thus, though existing survey efforts
do accommodate for adequate data collection to provide the necessary information needed to complete a
biological evaluation, this information is not easily aggregated up to the state scale to help us assess
population trends over time.

Therefore, under this alternative, Utah's NFs will continue to implement goshawk management
strategies that draw from the intent of various science publications. This allows the continuation of
different interpretations of the existing science, and inconsistent application of protective measures in
nest and post-fledgling areas. Inconsistencies in the application of science principles and management
interpretations will have a negative effect on these goshawk habitat areas and, most likely. populations
in the future. As a result, this alternative may eventually preclude future management op'lion&

Alternatives B, C and . These alternatives recognize behaviorally important subsets of goshawk home
ranges (nest and post fledgling areas) which were not specifically addressed in the no action alternative.
These areas are important because they are the principle areas used for nesting and raising young.
Direction provided will maintain, restore or enhance habitat for breeding goshawks more effectively
than the no action alternative because it provides specific management direction for habitat conditions
thought to help protect young goshawks from predators and prevent nest abandonment and promote
successful reproduction. Specifically, these alternatives direct that nest areas be composed of mature
and old structure with somewhat higher canopy closure than other parts of the home range. Dense
u_ndcrs(urics in nest and PFAs will be provided in order to protect fledglings from predators. [t also
directs that proposed project areas be surveyed for goshawk nests and their associated post fledgling
areas at least one year prior to habitat disturbing activities (s-5, s-6 and g-17). If an active nest is found.
then direction is provided to protect this areas from disturbance during critical phases of reproduction
This direction minimizes disturbances that could cause reduced parental care or abandonment.
Additional direction also directs that when treatments are proposed in these areas they should be
designed to create smaller openings in order to enhance prey populations and habitat, thus providing
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foraging opportunities near the nest for the adult female and fledglings. Providing this direction will
help ensure consistent application statewide. whercas the no action alternative left protection of the nest
and post-fledging areas up to the discretion of the project biologist

Alternative D This alternative is similar to Alternatives B and C with the exception of two points. First,
direction for surveys (s-5 and s-7) requires 2 years of surveys prior to vegetation treatments; this
direction is also found in Alternative E. This survey information will be used to determine territory
occupancy prior to project implementation and implement direction designed to minimize pnunnal
effects to goshawks in active territories. This information is needed to fully address effects in biological
evaluations (BE) supporting project design and implementation. Requirements to do 2 years of sury evs
will provide some reduction in risk of misidentifying activity in a territory over the 1-year requirement
However, requiring 2 years of surveys could limit a managers flexibility to respond to time dependent
events that were not foreseen. It is my professional judgement that the variation between action
alternatives is not likely to yield measurable differences in effects over the short life of this amendment

An additional change 1s modification to dircction concerning created opening size. The guideline (g-26)
in this alternative not only requires an overall size limit. but also opening width limit I'hough opening
width requirements may be an enhancement to this guideline, a standard width may not be applicable to
all sites. How openings are configured will be better left to the project decision. Therefore, though this
guideline may provide some enhancements. a single value may not be appropniate for all sites and the
benefits of this addition are not likely to yield measurable differences with other alterative direction (g-
25) over the time frame of this amendment

Alternative £ While this alternative is similar to Alternative D, it changes the active nest restriction
guideline (g-21) to a standard (s-10) and removes some of the flexibility within a guideline (g-23 versus
€-22). This removes some flexibility to allow for adapting to the variable site conditions that may be
encountered. Without this ﬂunhl.m progression toward desired conditions may not be as effective. or
in some cases possible, over time

Other Miscellaneous Areas of Concern (Gohawk Habiat and Abune

Alternative & The effects of additional direction in this category. compared to the lack of or differing
direction under current plans will be discussed under each action alternative below

Alternative B: No additional direction is added

Alternatives C, D, £ and F. These alternatives recommend landscape assessments be conducted at the Sth
and 6th order HUC or equivalent ecological scale (10's to 100°s of acres) to help determine
opportunities for habitat maintenance or enhancement for the goshawk and its prey (g-33). These
assessments provide information concemning resource conditions, risks. and opportunitics in a systematic
way, thereby enhancing the agency s ability to estimate direct. indirect. and cumulative effects of
management actions that may affect habitat for the goshawk and its prey. With this information in hand.
managers have a better opportunity to balance the needs of resources and humans and are less likely to
negatively impact far-ranging species such as the northern goshawk. The information gathered at this
level will identify opportunities to either move existing vegetative conditions tow ard the desired habitat
conditions, or to leave an area alone and allow time to progress an area towards the desired condition
This will have positive indirect effects on managing habitat for the goshawk and its prey

Alternatives D and 'E: While Alterratives B, C and F include direction concerning skid trails (g-31 and g-
32) versus roads and road densities for the nest and PFA areas only (g-25). these alternatives expand this
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direction to include the entire home range. Currently in Utah a variety of practices regarding skid trails
and roads are inclided in plan direciion in order to keep road densities and skid trails at a minimum (i.e..
current direction .or soil and water and wildlife). Effects vary by forest as projects are designed and
implemented. Roads and skid trails themselves have minimal or no effects on goshawks. Effects to
goshawks and their prey are the result of the construction of the road ur skid trail. the type of use a road
or skid trail receives, and the timing of the use or construction. These effects can be substantial if
construction or use occurs during the critical breeding or nesting season.

The benefits of minimizing disturbance, including use and construction of small permanent skid trails
and roads during vegetative treatments. in nest and PFA areas is important to avoid nest abandonment.
However, the benefits of this level of restrictions across the entire home range is less clear and
measurable. Use of this direction across the entire home range will likely have an unknown favorable
effect on goshawks and their prey. However, these effects will be difficult to monitor and determine in
the short four years that this amendment will be in place. Therefore. because most National Forests
currently have direction to keep open road densities at a minimum and disturbance caused by roads and
skid trails are also accounted for under current direction to protect soil and water, this guideline is not
critical to preserve future management options.

Alternative > Unlike other alternatives, this alternative recommends spec iic changes in ungulate
grazing utilization guidelines (g-27). Little information exists on the effect of grazing practices,
including total ungulate utilization. on habitat used by goshawk and their prey.

The utilization guideline in this alternative was based on work done by Reynolds et al. (1992). Reynolds
based his recommendations for average and maximum ungulate utilizations on a limited base of
information, drawing primarily from the work done by Schmutz (1978) and Wasser (1982). Reynolds
and other researchers agree that work in this area is still in its infancy and require more research to fully
understand how best to address problems that can be associated with grazing.

Based on the information available, it is my professional opinion that where ungulate grazing occurs in
the small openings within forested landscapes. and utilization exceeds those prescribed in this
alternative, implementation of the utilization guideline will likely improve habitat for goshawk prey
species. However, due to the limited information available it also makes it difficult to assess the degree
of benetfits to forest composition and structure of reducing utilization by ungulates in forested landscapes
used by goshawk and their prey. Although improvements in vegetation will likely occur in areas where
utilization was identified as the problem. it will be difficult to momtor and detect any change in prey
species abundance, distribution and composition and corresponding changes in goshawk populations
over the life of this amendment at the forest or state scale. Changes in wildlife species numbers will be
several years behind improvements in the understory vegetation

Therefore, it is my professional judgement that, though changing utilization direction will likely
maintain or enhance habitat for goshawk and their prey in localized areas, by not implementing this
guideline is not likely to measurably degrade habitat needed to support currently viable populations of
goshawk at the state scale over the time frame of this amendment. Nor will it result in any measurable
improvements in reducing risk to loss of management options over the time frame of this amendment
than alternatives not addressing grazing

Alternative E: Over the short life of this amendment, direction concerning treatments on unsuitable
timberlands for purposes of achieving goshawk habitat objectives (g-30) is not likely to make a
measurable difference. Generally. acres proposed for treatment occur on lands classified as suitable for
timber production. However. if treatment were proposed on unsuitable lands and they followed the

g
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intent of direction for goshawk habitat management found in other action alternatives, the goshawk and
its prey should not be impacted and in some cases will likely benefit.

Alternative F. This alternative includes ungulate grazing direction (g-28 and g-29); however, it focuses
on the need to change grazing practices only in those areas where landscape assessments determine
grazing is a factor which is putting a landscape at-risk relative to habitat needs of the goshawk and its
prey. Italso recogr’~es that there are several aspects of grazing practices that could be causing the at-
risk condition; changing utilization (Alternative D) may or may not address the real problem. This
alternative allows thc manager to approach solutions to problem areas by changing grazing practices that
are causing the downward trend (i.e., utilization, fencing, season of use, grazing system, range health,
etc.).

With the limited information available, it is difficult to assess the degree of benefits to forest
composition and structure of modifying ungulates grazing practices within forested landscapes used by
goshawk and their prey. Although improvements in vegetation will likely occur in areas where grazing
is identified as the problem in localized areas, it will be difficult to monitor and detect any response in
prey species composition, distribution and abundance and corresponding changes in goshawk
populations over the next 4 years at the state or forest scale. Changes in wildlife species numbers will
likely be several years behind improvements in vegetation.

Therefore, it is my professional judgement that, changing utilization direction may help improve at-risk
habitat areas related to the goshawk and their prey. However, not implementing this guideline is not
likely to measurably degrade habitat needed to support currently viable populations of goshawk at the
state scale. Nor will using it result in mai ¢ of more gement options over the next 4 years
than those alternatives not including this direction.

Treatment Prioritization (Goshawk Habitat and Abundance)

Alternatives A, B, C, D and E: The eftects of additional direction in this category, compared to the lack of
prioritization direction under other alternatives. will be discussed under Alterative F.

Alternative F: Through the landscape assessment process, this alternative looks at all aspects of habitat
important to the goshawk and its prey and determines what factors (natural or human-caused) are
affecting desired habitat conditions. It then determines if current conditions and activities occurring
within a landscape are putting it at-risk of dropping out of what Graham et al. (1999) considered high
and ootimum goshawk habitat. Based on this assessment, this alternative provides direction that focuses
management activities for the remainder of the planning period on those areas at greatest risk.

Prioritization of management in forested landscapes at greatest risk to dropping out of a high or
optimum habitat condition (per the Graham et al. assessment process [1999]) is expected to help
maintain management options in the future, better than other action alternatives because it will
concentrate on the areas identified as a concern first. Though localized benefits will likely be
measurable during the interim period of this amendment, measurable improvement in goshawk habitat at
the state scale will not be likely in this short time frame. However, this altemative provides the greatest
opportunities for gains in risk reduction of all the alternatives.
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Monitoring Requirements (Goshawk Habitat and Abundance)

Alternative &= This alternative relies on existing monitoring approaches as written in Forest Plans. A
variety of monitoring approaches can be found in existing Forest plans, ranging from no requirements
for goshawks to completion of nest surveys and defining minimum viable population numbers or acres
of suitable habitat.

This alternative does not provide consistency in goshawk nest occupancy surveys, and does not promote
the aggregation of district and forest-level data to a statewide database. Without this consistency a clear
pathway for tracking changes in habitat availability and goshawk abundance and distribution over time
would not be possible. It will be difficult or impossible to develop a rationale to make inferences on
population trends. Therefore, the lack of detailed monitoring will not provide the information feedback
loop necessary for validation and adaptive management.

All Action Afternatives: A consistent statewide monitoring approach is proposed under all action
alternatives. The consistency in data collection for monitoring item m-1 will allow for aggregation of
district and forest-level data to a statewide database. This will allow biologists to track changes in
habitat availability, abundance and distribution of goshawks over time and infer trends relating to
population viability.

Monitoring requirements m-1, m-3, m-4 and m-5 will provide the information feedback loop necessary
for validation over the long term and adaptive management in the short term of items monitored.
However, though some localized improvement may be realized, in 4 years changes prompted from
monitoring are not likely to result in a measurable improvement to maintaining habitat or populations
across the state. Data collected during the amendment period will be added to databases that will be
maintained with the UDWR for assessing habitat and population trends over longer periods.

Alternatives C, D, £ and F. These alternatives also require post treatni :nt monitoring (m-2) for goshawk
territory occupancy. This monitoring will help provide valuable information on the continued use by
goshawks of project areas after treatment. Post treatment monitoring is not recommended in
Alternatives A, and B, and therefore Alternative A and B will not establish a process to gather this much
needed information. This information will be used by wildlife biologists to recommend adjustments to
management practices if they are determined to be ineffective. As with the other monitoring
requirements already discussed, this monitoring requirement provides an information feedback loop
necessary for validation and adaptive management over time.

Alternatives D and . Alternatives D and F include an additional monitoring requirement relating to
impacts of grazing on habitat (m-6 and m-7, respectively). Similar to other monitoring requirements,
these requirements may be an improvement and will assist in understanding effectiveness of grazing
direction in maintaining habitat over time. However, though some localized improvement may be
realized, in the projected 4 years this dment will be in place, changes prompted from monitoring
are not likely to result in a measurable improvement to maintaining goshawk or prey species habitat
across the state of Utah.

Sensitive and MIS Species
Native Processes (Sensitive and MIS Species)

Alternative A: Sensitive species that are affected by patterns (patch size and distribution) in forest habitat
include boreal, great gray and flammulated owls. All three use small openings within landscapes for
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foraging, but are unlikely to occur in landscapes dominated by large openings. Deer and elk (MIS) have
some sensitivity to patch size, since larger forest patches provide better thermal and security cover.
Deer and elk are also more likely to forage in openings if patches of cover are located nearby. By
creating conditions where large disturbance events are more likely, the no action altenative increases
the probability that some landscapes will become less suitable for these species over time.

The other sensitive and MIS species associated with forests are less affected by patch size than certain
forest structure or composition attributes, such as snags, down woody debris or the presence of certain
tree species such as aspen. Likewise, species associated with riparian zones are dependent on specific
features such as willows or streamside vegetative communities rather than large, landscape level
attributes. However, over the long term, landscape level processes may affect the availability and
distribution of these features. Although measurable effects to sensitive and MIS is difficult to measure,
the effects of management which does not mimic historic disturbance patterns may result in a downward
trend in habitat quality for sensitive and MIS species associated with forested habitats.

Alternatives B and E: Sensitive species that are affected by patterns (patch size and distribution) in forest
habitat include boreal, great gray and flammulated owls. All three use small openings within landscapes
for foraging. Deer and elk (MIS) are also affected by patch size, since larger forest patches provide
better thermal and security cover. Big game species are more likely to forage in openings if patches of
cover are located nearby. Therefore management direction in this alternative will ensure projects that
alter landscape patterns will be designed with this in mind. By creating conditions where disturbance
events are more likely to be within HRV, Alternative B increases (hie probability that landscapes will
remain suitable for these species over time. Over the effective life of this amendment, patterns in forest
habitats are unlikely to change substantially. However, reductions in current risk factors will begin a
trend toward greater stability in habitat for these species.

The other sensitive and MIS associated with forests are less sensitive to patch size than to certain forest
structure or composition attributes, such as snags, down woody debris or the presence of certain tree
species such as aspen. Likewise, species associated with riparian zones are dependent on specific
features such as willows or streamside vegetative communities rather than large, landscape level
attributes. Over the long term, landscape level processes do affect the availability and distribution of
these features. The effects of management which mimics historic disturbance patterns in forests will
affect a relatively small proportion of Utah's forested lands over the next four years. However, this
alternative may establish a more favorable trend in forest conditions than the no action alternative.

Alternatives C, D and F: Working within the bounds of HRV as defined by PFC will have an added
benefit for sensitive and MIS species for the same reasons as described for goshawk habitat. Extreme
disturbance events that may alter landscapes at a 5th or 6th order HUC or larger scale are not desired
within the range of HRV as defined by PFC (refer to Appendix D for a detailed discussion); though they
may be within the full range of HRV. Retaining habitats across landscapes as small as Sth or 6th order
HUC:s (10s to 100s of thousands of acres) will promote a more constant supply of habitat throughout the
state of Utah for many species. Retaining a good mix of habitat at these smaller scales will help reduce
risks to losing habitat needed to support populations of other MIS and sensitive species across NFS
lands affected by this amendment.

Forest Composition (Sensitive and MIS Species)

Alternative A: Under current management direction, achievement of the forest composition elements of
the Assessment and HCS is likely to be inconsistent from forest to forest, and trends in cover type
availability and distribution at the state level will be hard to predict. However, some forest plans
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provide direction to maintain or increase aspen, which will benefit indicator species for this type. Aspen
is a seral species on several vegetation types. Management for aspen will be good for a wide array of
sensitive and MIS species. For example, warbling vireos, red-naped sapsuckers, and mountain bluebirds
are all common in aspen. The effects of these inconsistent habitat conditions will be difficult to evaluate
on sensitive and MIS over the next four years, due to the difficulty in monitoring many of these species
and the lack of long term trend information. Therefore, it is my professional judgement that this
alternative will result in varying compositional conditions for sensitive and MIS species and will not
likely create conditions during the short four year life of this document that will be detectable.

All Action Alternatives: Some forests plans provide direction to maintain or increase aspen, which will
benefit indicator species for this type. Implementing any of the action alternatives will expand that
direction to all forests, and provide additional details on desired conditions in aspen. This will ensure
that all forests have similar direction to maintain or restore aspen and will improve the health and
distribution of this cover type (and its associated wildlife community) at the state scale. In addition,
direction will promote management for other early seral species such as lodgepole pine. No such
direction to manage for early seral conifer species is found in existing Forest Plans.

Early seral species such as aspen provide important habitat for a wide array of sensitive and MIS. For
example, warbling vireos, red-naped sapsuckers, and mountain bluebirds are all common in aspen. Most
woodpeckers, including the sensitive three-toed woodpeckers, do well in lodgepole pine, which is an
carly seral species on subalpine fir, Englemann spruce, and Douglas fir sites. In general, management,
which increases successional stages on a landscape, by ensuring that all seral stages are present, will
result in a corresponding increase in wildlife diversity. Sustaining a full range of successional stages
will help ensure sustainable habitat for sensitive and MIS species. This diversity will increase habitat
effectiveness for these species.

Alternatives B, C, D and F. These alternatives also contain direction to use native plants rather than
nonnative when and where available, thus avoiding disruption of natural successional pathways, unless
nonnatives are needed to meet specific restoration or maintenance objectives. The preferred use of native
plants in management activities will have similar benefits for sensitive and MIS species habitat as
described for goshawk and their prey.

Alternative £: The standard to only use native plant species from locally adapted seed sources in this
alternative will likely have similar short and long term benefits to other MIS and sensitive species as
described for goshawk and its prey. As previously stated, because native seed from locally adapted seed
sources can sometimes be difficult to obtain, this requirement may not be practicable to achieve all the
time.

Forest Structure (sensitive and MIS Species)

Alternative A: Primary and secondary cavity nesters such as flammulated and boreal owls and three-toed
woodpeckers are dependent on snags. All forest plans contain snag retention guidelines. Current forest
conditions in Utah are dominated by unstable stands of late seral species. Late seral stands are typically
rich in snags and it is likely that forests are exceeding current forest plan direction in many areas
throughout the state. The trend of forest management will likely be to selectively harvest in these
unstable stands. This will result in snag densities which are closer to the minimum values in forest
plans, with the potential for reduced abundance of snag dependant species in treated areas. Based on
limited data, the effects of these treatments on populations of cavity nesting birds will be difficult to
measurable. This is due to the overall condition of most of the vegetation types across the state, which
contain mature and old forests with snags and down woody debris mixed throughout. It is my
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professional judgement that the number of acres that will likely be treated over the next 4 years will not
affect popvlation trends.

Forest plans contain direction to maintain or enhance big game habitat effectiveness. Deer and elk
populations fluctuate in response to many factors, including hunting. In general, deer and elk
populations are stable or increasing throughout the state. Furthermore, most forest service land is used
as summer habitat by deer and elk, and summer range is not generally a limiting factor. Therefore,
habitat structures promoted by the no action alternative will not measurably affect population trends
over the next 4 years.

All Action Alternatives: Primary and secondary cavity nesters such as flammulated and boreal owls and
three-toed woodpeckers will benefit from the snag retention guidelines in action alternatives. Current
forest conditions in Utah are dominated by unstable stands of late seral species (Graham et al. 1999).
Late seral stands are typically rich in snags and it is likely that we are currently meeting the direction
outlined in action alternatives concerning snags in many areas throughout the state. The trend over the
next four years will be toward reduced snag densities due to harvest and wind throw. However, direction
under these alternatives will require that more snags be managed for on average than the no action
altenative. This could be accomplished through higher snag retention in harvest units and/or creation of
snags where existing densities are below the desired condition.

Alternatives B, C, D and F: Deer and elk will benefit from a mix of structural stages as specified in these
alternatives, since many of the younger stand structures provide foraging opportunities. Foraging areas
will have to be juxtaposed with cover patches in order to be most effective, as described under the
Native Processes section (abcve). Although the trend toward a better mix of structural stages will be
positive for deer and elk, it is not likely to have a measurable effect over the next four years. Most NFS
land is used as summer habitat by deer and elk, and summer range is not generally a limiting factor.
Managing for these attributes under this alternative will provide positive habitat conditions for sensitive
and MIS species.

Alternative D: The variable canopy closures by cover type and goshawk habitat area, created small
openings, retention of clumps of large trees with interlocking crowns, and fuels treatment priorities will
enhance goshawk and other sensitive and MIS species habitat. This alternative will provide better
structural attributes than the no action alternative and slightly better conditions in canopy closure than
Alternatives A, B, C, and F. The retention of at least six mature and old trees in groups with
interlocking crowns in regeneration treatment areas, will have positive effects on habitat for sensitive
and MIS, some of which are prey species for goshawks. This direction will provide optimum habitat
conditions for a myriad of wildlife species, some of which are sensitive and/or MIS, more so than all
alternatives, except E. The concems relative to the ability to achieve the prescriptive level of the cover
guideline in this alternative expressed under the goshawk discussions would also be true here.

Alternative £: The benefits of this alternative would be similar to that described for Alternative D.
However, the risks to long term inability previously di d under the goshawk section due to the
key changes from Alternative D (i.e., prohibiting removal of mature and old trees and the higher canopy
closures desired) would aj.ply to sensitive and MIS species habitat.

Nest and Post-, ling Areas Only (Sensitive and MIS Specics)

Alternative A This alternative continues to manage all sensitive and MIS under current Forest Plan
direction, including the goshawk, which is a sensitive species. Without specific management direction
for the goshawk, conflicts between goshawks and other sensitive and MIS species may be implemented
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differently on each administrative unit. Therefore, this altenative does not address the concern over the
lack of management consistency and the use of new science found in the goshawk Assessment and HCS
for Utah. It is my professional judgement that this alternative does not provide direction to promote a
consistent approach to goshawk habitat management (a sensitive and MIS species in some forest plans),
and if current inconsistencies in either habitat or species management are allowed to continue, this
alternative may eventually preclude management options for the goshawk as well as other sensitive and
MIS species which use forested habitats.

All Action Alternatives: Since managen.ent direction in this category only applies to small areas (less than
10% of any home range), it is unlikely to have a measurable effect on populations of any other sensitive
species or MIS. Of those species that occur within known nest areas or PFAs, the effect of increased
canopy closure and higher percentages of mature and old forest will either be neutral or favorable.

Other Miscellaneous Areas of Concern (Sensitive and MIS Species)

Alternative A: The effects of additional direction in this category, compared to the lack of or differing
direction under current plans will be discussed under each action alternative below.

Alternative B: No additional direction was added in this categcry under this altemnative. The effect of
additional direction in this category, compared to the lack of the direction in this alternative, is discussed
under the other action alternatives below.

Alternatives C, D, E and F: The positive indirect effects of direction for completion of landscape
assessments on managing habitat for the goshawk and its prey will be similar for other MIS and
sensitive species.

Alternative D: Implementation of the ungulate grazing utilization guideline (g-27) will likely enhance
habitat for goshawk prey species, some of which are MIS. However, it will be difficult to assess and
detect this change in the 4-vear life of this amendment.

The addition of this direction for skid trails in lieu of roads, and road densities (g-31 and g-32) will have
similar benefits to sensitive and MIS species as discussed for goshawks and their prey.

Alternative £: Over the short life of this amendment, direction concemning treating or not treating
unsuitable timberlands for purposes of achieving goshawk habitat objectives (g-30) is not likely to make
a measurable difference. Generally, acres proposed for treatment occur on lands classified as suitable
for timber production. However, if treatment were proposed on unsuitable lands and they followed the
intent of direction found in other action altemnatives MIS and sensitive species should not be impacted,
and in some cases where habitat needs of the goshawk are similar to that of MIS and sensitive species
they will likely benefit.

Alternative 7. Although improvements in vegetation will likely occur in areas where ungulate grazing (is
identified as the problem in localized areas (g-28 and g-29), it will be difficult to monitor and detect any
response in MIS and sensitive species populations during the life of this amendment at the forest or
larger scale. Changes in wildlife species numbers will likely be several years behind improvements in
vegetation.

Therefore, it is my professional judgement that, though changing utilization direction may help improve
at-risk habitat areas related to MIS and sensitive species when they overlap with habitat associated with
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United States Intermountain 324 25th Street
Department of Region Ogden, UT 84401-2310
Agriculture

File Code:  1920/1950

Date: October 29, 1999

Greetings from the Utah Northern Goshawk Project:

Enclosed are the following documents: the Environmental Assessment (EA), a Draft Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, and a Draf
National Forest Management Act (NFMA) Finding of Nonsignificance. The Draft FONSI
concludes that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not required, and the Draft NFMA
finding concludes that this action represents a nonsignificant amendment to the six Utah National
Forest’s Land and Resource Management Plans. Please note that Appendix H of the EA includes
a Draft Biological Assessment and Draft Biological Evaluations (2).

While 26 CFR §217(4) does not require predecisional public notice or a comment period for
nonsignificant amendments to Forest Plans, we want to be responsive to public requests for a
comment period on the EA prior to a decision. A 60-day comment period is being provided
since the holiday season is almost here. We will use comments received on the enclosed
environmental documents to help make a more informed decision. The comment period will
begin with the publication of a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. It is anticipated
that this will be today, October 29.

Information and updates concerning this project will continue to be available on the Project’s
homepage at www.fs.fed.us/r4/goshawk.

If you have any questions, please contact Kathryn Hauser at 801/625-5897, or send an e-mail
message to goshawk3/r4_uinta@fs.fed.us.

Also enclosed is the "Assessment of Habitat Conditions in Utah for the Northern Goshawk and
Its Prey," which was referenced throughout the EA (Graham et al.). We hope you will take the
time to read and consider the enclosed information and send us your comments.

Thank you for your continued interest in our project.

Sincerely,

M

Regional Forester

Enclosures (7)

@ Caring for the Land and Serving People

goshawks, not implementing this guideline is not likely to measurably effect habitat during the short life
of this amendment.

Treatment Prioritization (sensitive and MIS Species)

Alternatives A, B, C, D and E: These alternatives contain no specific direction concerning treatment
prioritization.

Alternative F Because of similarities in habitat needs between many sensitive and MIS species and
goshawks, prioritization of g in forested landscapes at greatest risk to dropping out of a high
or optimum habitat condition (per the Graham et al. (1999) assessment process) will be expected to be
beneficial to these species.

Monitoring Requirements (Sensitive and MIS Specics)

Alternative A Direct effects from monitoring goshawk habitat currently found in plans on sensitive and
MIS species will not occur. Indirect effects are related to the ways monitoring information will be used
to validate and adjust implementation of the management direction. Current monitoring efforts will
continue to provide a limited amount of information that will be used for sensitive and MIS species.

All Action Alternatives: There will be no direct effects on any sensitive or MIS species as a result of
monitoring goshawks and their habitat under this alternative. Indirect effects are related to the ways the
monitoring information will be used to validate and adjust implementation of the management direction.
However, as has been previously stated, it is not likely that monitoring will result in any measurable
change to direction proposed under any action alternative during the projected 4 year life of the
amendment. Therefore, there is not likely to be any measurable effect to habitat for these species
resulting from changes caused by monitoring.

TEP Species
Native Processes (TEP species)

Alternative & Of the TEP species occurring in forest habitats, the Canada lynx and Mexican spotted
owls are the species most likely to be affected by the abundance and distribution of structural
characteristics ded in the A and HCS. Although forest plans lack specific direction
related to lynx habitat needs, additional guidance is now available through a draft lynx Conservation
Assessment and Strategy (USDA Forest Service 1999). Forest management activities in the next four
years will likely draw from the science contained within the Strategy during project design and
implementation to avoid negative impacts to the lynx.

In Utah, Mexican spotted owls in general depend upon habitat patches of mature and old forest or
woodlands for both nesting and foraging. Impacts to nesting habitat for Mexican spotted owls will be
slight because they nest in steep walled canyon complexes where little management activity occurs.
Forests occurring along canyon rims sometimes serve as foraging habitat. Some of the forested habitat
along canyon rims is subject to timber management practices, however, impacts to habitat suitability
will be avoided through implementation of the recovery plan during project design.

Alternatives B and E: Of the TEP species occurring in forest habitats, the Canada lynx and Mexican

spotted owls are the species most likely to be affected by these moderated disturbance regimes. Impacts
to lynx depend on the scale of the event. Lynx can benefit from the creation of early successional
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habitats, but only if they are mixed with patches of mature forests suitable for denning. Keeping
disturbance events within HRV is more likely to create a favorable mix of habitats for lynx than the no
action alternative over the long term. However. it is my professional judgement that these alternatives
will not differ substantially from no action over the life of this amendment.

Impacts to Mexican spotted owls will be slight because they nest in steep walled canyon complexes
where very little management occurs on the Colorado Plateau. Suitable habitat in these canyons occurs
in small, scattered patches so disturbance events are inherently very small in scale.

Alternatives C, D and . Working within the bounds of HRV as defined by PFC will have an added
benefit for TEP species for the same reasons as described for goshawk habitat. Extreme disturbance
events that may alter landscapes at a 5th or 6th order HUC or larger scale are not desired within the
range of HRV as defined by PFC (refer to Appendix D for a detailed discussion); though they may be
within the full range of HRV. Retaining habitats across landscapes as small as 5th or 6th order HUCs
(10s to 100s of thousands of acres) will promote a more constant supply of habitat throughout the state
of Utah for many species. Retaining a good mix of habitat at these smaller scales will help reduce risks
to losing habitat needed to support populations of other TEP species across NFS lands affected by this
amendment.

Forest Composition (Tep species)

Alternative 2. For the same reasons previously stated in Native Processes for this alternative, lynx and
MSO habitat and numbers would not be impacted through implementation of current forest plan
direction related to forest composition.

All Action Alternatives. Young lodgepole pine and mixed lodgepole/spruce/fir stands are examples of
early seral communities that are good habitat for snowshoe hares. Hares are one of the primary prey
species used by lynx; therefore maintaining representation of these early and mid-seral communities will
provide key foraging habitat. Management direction impl d as part of the lynx conservation
strategy (USDA Forest Service 1999) will supplement direction in this alternative. Where lynx
recommendations overlap with this alternative, the lynx recommendations will take precedence under
the ESA. Therefore, there will be no negative effects to the lynx or goshawk, or their habitat under
action alternatives, and there may be positive effects due to the creation of a mix of cover types that
provide foraging opportunities for lynx.

Mexican spotted owls only nest in steep walled canyon complexes where little management occurs and
successional pathways are very limited. Therefore, forest composition does not vary greatly with
management. Other TEP species are not strongly influenced by forest composition.

Alternatives B, C, Dand F. These alternatives also contain direction to use native plants rather than
nonnative when and where available, thus avoiding disruption of natural successional pathways, unless
nonnatives are needed to meet specific restoration or maintenance objectives. The preferred use of native
plants in management activities will have similar benefits for TEP species habitat as described for
goshawk and their prey.

Alternative £: The standard to only use native plant speces from locally adapted seed sources in this
alternative will likely have similar short and long term benefits to TEP species as described for goshawk
and its prey. As previously stated, because native seed from locally adapted seed sources can sometimes
be difficult to obtain, this requirement may not be practicable to achieve all the time.
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Forest Structure (TEP Spexies)

Alternative A: For reasons previously stated in Native Processes for this alternative, Native Processes,
lynx and MSO habitat and numbers would not be impacted through implementation of current forest
plan direction related to forest structure.

All Action Alternatives: Of the TEP occurring in forest habitats, the Canada lynx and Mexican spotted
owls are the species most likely to be affected by management for structural characteristics promoted by
direction in action alternatives. Overall, the best available information indicates that implementation of
direction in these alternatives for down woody debris, down logs and snags should maintain or improve
habitat for lynx and its prey species. Similarly, guidelines for the retention of snags and down woody
debris under these alternatives will benefit prey species taken by both goshawks and Mexican Spotted
Owls, such as squirrels. However, direction in both the goshawk and lynx Assessments and Strategies
and Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Plan will be used during project design and implementation. Where
lynx or MSO recommendations overlap with goshawk habitat, the recommendations for these TEP
species will take precedence under the ESA. Therefore there will be no negative effects to MSO or lynx
, or their habitat under these alternatives. Implementation of the lynx strategy or the MSO recovery plan
will not create adverse habitat conditions for the goshawk or its prey. Lynx habitat management as
described in the draft Lynx strategy are generally consistent with goshawk strategies.

Alternatives B, C, D and F. Lynx will benefit from the mix of structural stages promoted by these
alternatives, since they require young stands for foraging and old stands with abundant woody debris for
denning.

In Utah, Mexican spotted owls generally depend upon habitat patches of mature and old forest or
woodlands for both nesting and foraging. Earlier structural stages are important as sources of future
mature and old habitat, but are rarely directly used by owls. Impacts to nesting habitat for Mexican
spotted owls will be slight because they nest in steep walled canyon complexes where little management
activity occurs. Forests occurring above canyon rims serve as foraging habitat. Some of the forested
habitat along canyon rims is subject to timber management practices. These forested areas along canyon
rims are the only places in Utah where both spotted owl g direction (contained in the
Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Plan) and goshawk management direction (contained in the HCS and
this alternative) could overlap. However, as with other direction, where goshawk and spotted owl
management direction overlap, Recovery Plan recommendations will take precedence under the
Endangered Species Act. It is my professional judgement that if areas of overlap occur, it is not
anticipated that implementation of the recovery plan will create negative impacts to the goshawk. There
will be no negative effects to the spotted owl or its habitat under this alternative.

Alternatives C and F. The range of canopy closures desired under these alternatives will help provide
more dense habitat conditions desired by lynx for denning. Canopy closures described in this alternative
will increase habitat effectiveness, and will be better for the lynx than Alternatives A and B.

Alternative D: The variable canopy closures by cover type and goshawk habitat area, created small
openings, retention of clumps of large trees with interlocking crowns, and fuels treatment priorities will
enhance TEP habitat. This alternative will provide better structural attributes than the no action
alternative and slightly better conditions in canopy closure than Alternatives A, B, C, and F. The
retention of at least six mature and old trees in groups with interlocking crowns, in regeneration
treatment areas, will have positive effects on habitat for TEP species.
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Forest Structure (TEp Species)

Alternative A: For reasons previously stated in Native Processes for this altenative, Native Processes,
lynx and MSO habitat and numbers would not be impacted through implementation of current forest
plan direction related to forest structure.

All Action Alternatives: Of the TEP occurring in forest habitats, the Canada lynx and Mexican spotted
owls are the species most likely to be affected by management for structural characteristics promoted by
direction in action alternatives. Overall, the best available information indicates that implementation of
direction in these alternatives for down woody debris, down logs and snags should maintain or improve
habitat for lynx and its prey species. Similarly, guidelines for the retention of snags and down woody
debris under these alternatives will benefit prey species taken by both goshawks and Mexican Spotted
Owls, such as squirrels. However, direction in both the goshawk and lynx Assessments and Strategies
and Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Plan will be used during project design and implementation. Where
lynx or MSO recommendations overlap with goshawk habitat, the recommendations for these TEP
species will take precedence under the ESA. Therefore there will be no negative effects to MSO or lynx
, or their habitat under these alternatives. Implementation of the lynx strategy or the MSO recovery plan
will not create adverse habitat conditions for the goshawk or its prey. Lynx habitat management as
described in the draft Lynx strategy are generally consistent with goshawk strategies.

Alternatives B, C, ‘D and F: Lynx will benefit from the mix of structural stages promoted by these
alternatives, since they require young stands for foraging and old stands with abundant woody debris for
denning.

In Utah, Mexican spotted owls generaily depend upon habitat patches of mature and old forest or
woodlands for both nesting and foraging. Earlier structural stages are important as sources of future
mature and old habitat, but are rarely directly used by owls. Impacts to nesting habitat for Mexican
spotted owls will be slight because they nest in steep walled canyon complexes where little management
activity occurs. Forests occurring above canyon rims serve as foraging habitat. Some of the forested
habitat along canyon rims is subject to timber management practices. These forested areas along canyon
rims are the only places in Utah where both spotted owl management direction (contained in the
Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Plan) and goshawk management direction (contained in the HCS and
this alternative) could overlap. However, as with other direction, where goshawk and spotted owl
management direction overlap, Recovery Plan recommendations will take precedence under the
Endangered Species Act. It is my professional judgement that if areas of overlap occur, it is not
anticipated that implementation of the recovery plan will create negative impacts to the goshawk. There
will be no negative effects to the spotted owl or its habitat under this alternative.

Alternatives C and . The range of canopy closures desired under these alternatives will help provide
more dense habitat conditions desired by lynx for denning. Canopy closures described in this alternative
will increase habitat effectiveness, and will be better for the lynx than Alternatives A and B.

Alternative D: The variable canopy closures by cover type and goshawk habitat area, created small
openings, retention of clumps of large trees with interlocking crowns, and fuels treatment priorities will
enhance TEP habitat. This alternative will provide better structural attributes than the no action
alternative and slightly better conditions in canopy closure than Alternatives A, B, C, and F. The
retention of at least six mature and old trees in groups with interlocking crowns, in regeneration
treatment areas, will have positive effects on habitat for TEP species.
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The smaller created openings promoted by g-8 in Alternative D and E throughout the entire home range
(versus nest and PFA areas only in Alternatives B, C, and F) may help distribute some grazing pressure,
which may indirectly improve habitat conditions for the lynx and its prey species (USDA Forest Service
1999).  In addition, the small created openings recommended under this alternative may help enhance
habitat diversity (early seral species mixes across landscapes) needed by lynx prey species.

Alternative E: As previously described, structural direction in this alternative is similar to Alternative D
but differs in two key aspects. First it contains a standard that requires the retention of all mature and
old forest groups over the next 4 years to provide immediate protection of goshawk nesting and foraging
habitat. Secondly. Alternative E provides direction for minimum canopy closures from 60-75%
depending on the habitat area.

Similar to that found for goshawks, measurable effect differs to TEP species between this alternative and
others will be difficult to detect and monitor over the projected 4-year life of this amendment. However,
there is a probability that long-term effects to forest composition and structure could occur that may be
adverse to TEP species. Therefore, it is my professional judgement that TEP habitat effectiveness will
be sustained or improved over the life of this amendment, however, long-term effects regarding habitat
will be a concern.

Nest and Post-Fledgling Areas Only (tep species)

Alternative & As described for the goshawk above, no species-specific management direction exists
within current forest plans, however general forest plan direction exists to maintain or enhance TEP
species status and habitat conditions. This general direction will be the basis for incorporating the best
available scientific information on TEP species during project design and implementation. In addition,
Recovery Plans and Conservation Assessments and Strategies will be used in project design and
implementation. This will continue to occur regardless of which alternative is selected.

Alternatives B, C, D, 'E and F. This additional management direction only applies to small areas within
known territories (less than 10%). It will have little, if any effect on any TEP species. When a sensitive
species such as the goshawk occurs in the same location as a TEP species, management direction for the
TEP species will take precedence under the ESA. However, effects from managing for TEP will not
likely adversely affect the goshawk or its prey.

Other Miscellaneous Areas of Concern (Tep Specics)

Alternative A: The effects of additional direction in this category, compared to the lack of or differing
direction under current plans is discussed under each action alternative below.

Alternative B: No additional direction was added in this category under this alternative. The effect of
additional direction in this category, compared to the lack of the direction in this alternative, will be
discussed under the other action alternatives below.

Alternatives C, 'D, E and F: The positive indirect effects of direction for completion of landscape
assessments (g-33) on managing habitat for the goshawk and its prey will be similar for TEP species

Alternative 2 Implementation of the ungulate grazing guideline (g-27) will enhance habitat for prey

species for the lynx and MSO; however, it will be difficult to assess and detect this change in the short
life of this amendment.
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The addition of direction for skid trails in lieu of roads, and road densities (g-31 and g-32) will have
similar benefits to TEP species as discussed for goshawks and their prey.

Alternative Z:  Over the short life of this amendment, direction concerning treating or not treating
unsuitable timberlands for purposes of achieving goshawk habitat objectives (g-30) is not likely to make
a measurable difference. Generally, acres proposed for treatment occur on lands classified as suitable
for timber production. However, if treatment were proposed on unsuitable lands and they followed the
intent of direction found in other action alternatives TEP species should not be impacted, and in some
cases may benefit.

Alternative F: Although improvements in vegetation will likely occur in areas where ungulate grazing is
identified as the problem in localized areas (g-28 and g-29), it will be difficult to monitor and detect any
response in TEP species populations at the forest or larger scale over the short life of this amendment.
Changes in wildlife species numbers will likely be several years behind improvements in vegetation.

Therefore, it is my professional judgement that, though changing utilization direction may help improve
at-risk habitat areas related to TEP species when they overlap with habitat associated with goshawks, not
implementing this guideline is not likely to measurably degrade habitat.

Treatment Prioritization (Tep Specics)

Alternatives A, ‘B, C, D and E: These alternatives contain no specific direction concerning treatment
prioritization.

Alternative 7:: Because of similarities in habitat needs between TEP species and their associated prey
and goshawks and their prey, priontization of management in forested landscapes at greatest risk to
dropping out of a high or optimum habitat condition (per the Graham et al. assessment process [1999]) is
expected to be beneficial to these species.

Monitoring Requirements (Tep species)

Alternative & Effects from monitoring goshawk habitat on sensitive and TEP species will not occur.
Indirect effects are related to the ways monitoring information will be used to validate and adjust
implementation of the management direction. Current monitoring efforts will continue to provide a
limited amount of information that will be used for TEP species.

All Action Alternatives: There will be no direct effects on any TEP species as a result of monitoring
goshawks and their habitat under this alternative. Indirect effects are related to the ways the monitoring
information will be used to validate and adjust implementation of the management direction. However.
as has been previously stated. it is not likely that monitoring will result in any measurable change to
direction proposed under any action alternative during the projected 4 year life of the amendment.
Therefore, there is not likely to be any measurable effect to habitat for these species resulting from
changes caused by monitoring from that which has already been described above.

Discussion of Cumulative Effects - Effects are discussed as they relate to both Federal and nonfederal

lands under separate subheadings. All wildlife species described in Chapter 3 have been grouped
together under these discussions below
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All Species Groupings
Federal Lands:

Alternative A: Over time. a lack of consistent management direction, especially direction that does not
emphasize management for large old trees, will likely result in degraded habitat for goshawk and
associated sensitive, MIS and TEP species. There will be no assurance that the incremental and
interactive effects of site-specific actions on goshawks will continue to be considered. Negative
cumulative impacts at the site-specific level may be occurring as a result of vegetative management
(timber harvesting and wildland fire use), recreational, and livestock grazing activities, however, they
will be difticult to detect and measure at the landscape scale prior to revision of forest plans in Utah.

However, use of current direction could also result in site-specific beneficial effects from small localized
projects that were designed to restore DHC's in the future, which are currently lacking existing DHC's.
An example of this may be to salvage log an area that had been burned as a result of a fire in a landscape
that had already been intensively managed for timber production. While the action to salvage log the
area may have negative cumulative effects relative to the fire and past timber management practices, the
long-term effects to goshawk habitat will likely be beneficial.

The cumulative impacts that may result from use of current direction in combination with past, present
and reasonably foreseeable actions and policies is that greater risks to loss of habitat needed to support
goshawks and their prey will be assumed. This greater risk will result from a lack of specific
management direction for key goshawk habitat attributes, such as dense canopy closures, and 40%
mature and old in conifer and 30% in aspen within and among all landscapes. The lack of coordination
among affected national forests and other federal, state and private entities will continue to have
unknown effects on goshawks and their habitats. It is likely that this lack in coordination of habitat
management will continue to perpetuate unstable conditions and downward trends in habitat over the
long term.  However, these effects are not presumed to be causing negative effects that will result in the
loss of viability of the goshawk population over the short term of the proposed amendment.

Over time, a lack of consistent management direction for the goshawk that will also affect sensitive and
MIS species previously discussed, especially direction that does not emphasize management for large
old trees, snags and down woody material. A lack of consistent direction will likely result in degraded
habitat. Negative cumulative impacts at the site-specific level may be occurring as a result of vegetative
management (timber harvesting and wildland fire use), recreational, and livestock grazing activities,
however, they will be difficult to detect and measure at the landscape scale prior to revision of Utah's
forest plans. The cumulative impacts that may result from use of current direction in combination with
past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions and policies is greater risks to loss of habitat needed to
support sensitive and MIS species associated with similar habitat needs as the goshawk. This greater
risk will result from a lack of specific management direction for key habitat attributes common between
the goshawk and these species, such as dense canopy closures, and 40% mature and old in conifer and
30% in aspen within and among all landscapes.

TEP species are not likely to be impacted because of requirements under ESA to foliow current
Recovery Plans and/or Conservation Strategies during the design and implementation of any actions that
may impact species habitat or populations.

All Action Alternatives: Alternatives B-F will provide consistent management direction that will allow for
the maintenance and restoration of goshawk habitat, as well as associated sensitive and MIS species.
There will be assurances that the incremental and interactive effects of site-specific actions on goshawks
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will be considered in the future during project design and implementation. Negative cumulative impacts
resulting from timber harvest, recreation, and livestock grazing will be mitigated by the implementation
of any of the action alternatives. Negative impacts will further be minimized or avoided by
coordination among and between the agencies as the selected alternative is implemented with landscape
level analysis and planning. In light of the extremely broad geographic scope of the proposed action and
the level of spatial resolution involved, the analysis does not address all possible cumulative effects that
may result at the site-specific level. However. all ground disturbing actions will be conducted only after
further site-specific environmental analysis. This site specific analysis will also analyze the impacts of
the project on adjacent lands and resources within the landscape. enabling managers to design. analyze,
and choose alternatives that minimize cumulative environmental effects.

If recovery plan direction or conservation strategy recommendations overlap between Federally listed
species, proposed or sensitive species such as the Canada Lynx, and goshawk, precedence will be given
to any Federally listed species. The Canada Lynx Draft Conservation Strategy (USDA Forest
Service1999) and Recovery Plans for the listed species (described in Chapter 3) that have similar habitat
requirements as the goshawk will not be expected to conflict with one another.

Nonfederal Lands

Al Alternatives: Nonfederal lands include those owned and/or managed by individuals, corporations.
tribes and Native Americans, states, counties. and other agencies. [t is important to note that the Forest
Service has no authonity to regulate any activities or their iming on lands other than those they
administer. However, when an action takes place on NFS lands, it may cause direct, indirect, or
cumulative effects on nonfederal lands. While there are no discernible environmental effects on
nonfederal lands. there are both environmental and economic interactions with adjacent nonfederal
forests. Private land owners control limited amounts of suitable vegetation types, with the exception of
the white fir, quaking aspen, and Douglas-fir vegetation types where over 26 percent is controlled by
private land owners (Graham et al. 1999). Because there are minimal restrictions on the use of private
land, there are no assurances that goshawk habitat will be sustained on these lands. These are all
endemic processes that can have both positive and negative effects to goshawk habitat. It is likely that
these lands will not be managed to reduce natural risks nor will they be managed to perpetuate goshawk
habitat.

Nonfederal forests will continue to provide habitat primarily for those species who need early and mid-
successional stage forests. When combined with early, mid, and late successional stage federal forests, a
mix of successional stages and a diversity of habitat for the ecosystems within the range of the goshawk
in Utah will be provided. While this mix of successional stages is affected by the management direction
proposed, the overall mix of successional stages varies among the alternatives only by the variation on
the lands managed by the Forest Service, BLM, and state lands: the successional mix, snags, down
woody debris, and nest site protection on nonfederal lands is not expected to be affected by the
alternatives in this document.

4.4 SOCIAL COMPONENTS

In towns adjacent to NFS lands, community well-being may be aftected by social factors related to NFS
land management. Unique ecosystems and habitats, outdoor recreation, scenic quality, and a sense of
place are attributes and activities valued primarily for their social, psychological, and cultural
significance. Some alternatives may affect specific social groups’ values and beliefs but not have an
economic etfect on a group. For example, social groups concerned about mair:aining optimum habitat

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter 4 - Fnvironmental Consequences // 67 Page 4-48




for the goshawk and its relationship to other environmental considerations, such as mature and old
forests, may have concerns with any alternative that provides direction that permits habitat change.

In most cases, however, the relative degree of social impacts would follow the same degree of change as
the economic impacts experienced by that group. There is a close tie between economic and social
factors. For example, Alternatives D requires the greatest change to grazing and could impact some
grazing interests economically at the point it is integrated into a grazing permit. This, in turn, could
affect the group socially (i.e., values and way of life). As a result, the primary basis for determining the
effects to the social environment is the economic changes that may result from each alternative.

4.4.1 Environmental Justice
Discussion

Alternative A: Continuing under the direction of current forest plans would not disproportionately affect
minorities or low income groups.

Effects Common to Al Action Alternatives: The preponderance of minority and low income groups live in
the urban environment of northern Utah. These groups work in highly diverse occupations, mostly in city
settings. There may be some minorities, low income residents, and Native Americans that rely on forest
products or related forest activities for their livelihood. These individuals probably reside in rural
communities adjacent to NFS lands. Some of these groups may be impacted by the alternatives
restricting timber or range management options if the groups are economically tied to one of those
industries. However, these effects would be localized and are not measurable and would not be
disproportionate to low income or minority groups. It is difficult to assess the degree of impact each
action alternative presents to these groups due to other variables which allow for a variety of income
options. In addition, individuals or groups dependent on income related to NFS lands are considered
during site-specific, project level decisions which assess the continuai effect to the human environment.
For these reasons, the best available information suggests that when assessing the effects of each action
alternative on minority and low income groups, the effects are minimal and not disproportionate to these
groups when compared to other groups.

4.4.2 Social Groups, Values and Systems
Effects Summary

All Alternatives: There would be no measurable direct, indirect or cumulative effects to these groups.
Effects to beliefs and values of some groups may occur to a limited degree as projects using proposed
direction begin to implement actions. However, effects are believed to be small considering the small
number of acres that may be treated by projects using this direction in design and implementation over
the next 4 years.

Discussion - For discussion purposes, the analysis that follows combines all groups discussed in Chapter
3(342)

Alternative ' This alternative has the lowest costs, socially and economically as there is no discernible
change or disruption to the current condition. Some environmental groups, however, may be affected by
this alternative because of their belief that forest practices need to change in order to protect goshawk
habitat.
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Alternative B: There are no discernible effects to social groups in this alternative because of the minimal
degree of change resulting in the short time frame of this amendment. In addition, recreational interests,
visual resources, and exempted areas are retained, and other economic relationships with NFS lands
remain basically unchanged (see 4.5).

Alternative C: There are no discernible effects to social groups in these alternatives because of the
minimal degree of change resulting in the short time frame of this amendment. In addition, recreational
interests, visual resources, and exempted areas are retained, and other economic relationships with NFS
lands remain basically unchanged (see 4.5). This alternative would require management actions to be
designed to keep ecosystems within PFC. Management for PFC is a conservative approach that is
designed to help avoid the large scale ecosystem changes that may periodically occur naturally. PFC
adds the elements of stability and balance, which are social desires, and would thus better address the
social concerns of many of the public (see Appendix D, "Understanding HRV and PFC").

Alternative D: This alternative has the least flexibility and most noticeable effects to the social and
economic environment of grazing interests. Some grazing allotments in the home range of goshawks
may have to reduce carrying capacity for those allotments (see 4.5.2). Those ranchers dependent on
affected lands and operating on a low profit margin may also experience some impacts. Effects would
most likely be measurable at local and possibly forest level. Effects will be realized at the forest level
when grazing is not allow=_ on entire allotments or pastures within allotments as a result of applying the
utilization requiremen. Management for PFC is a conservative approach that is designed to help avoid
the large scale ecosystem changes that may periodically occur naturally. PFC adds the elements of
stability and balance, which are social desires, and would thus better address the social concerns of many
of the public (see Appendix D, "Understanding HRV and PFC").

Alternative E: This alternative would have little effect on most of the social groups with the exception of
tuinher interests where there may be noticeable social and economic changes and effects. Prohibition of
vegetative management activities in areas dominated by mature and old forests would measurably affect
the economic and social environment of the timber industry on the local, forest, and state level (4.5.1); a
potential 30% reduction in average annual volume available from NFS lands). Effects would be likely to
be most felt by the family-based operators, who would likely need to travel further from home to
maintain the same volume of wood supply or would need to reduce the volumes processed. However, it
is difficult to assess the degree of impact based on the variables to this alternative allowing for other
options and the time frame (4 years) for this direction.

The greatest beneficial affect would be realized in this alternative by those groups whose belief and
values center around the need to minimize habitat disturbance and preserve large trees. However, as with
other effects, it is difficult to assess the degree of benefits due the short time frame direction in this
alternative would be applied.

Alternative F: This alternative could have slightly higher social and economic effects than Alternatives B
and C. However, these effects are not likely to be measurable in 4 years. Grazing practices would
change in areas where a goshawk habitat problem is identified and attributed to grazing. However, due to
the short time fram of this amendment, the effects on grazing interests would likely be localized only
and not measurable at the forest or state scale. Also, management for PFC is a conservanve approach
that is designed to help avoid the large scale ecosystem changes that may periodically occur naturally.
PFC adds the elements of stability and balance, which are social desires, and would thus better address
the social concerns of many of the public (see 4.3.1, "Understanding HRV and PFC").
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4.4.3 Heritage Resources
Summary of Effects

All Alternatives: Current forest plan direction designed to protect heritage resources would not be
superceded by any direction proposed under action alternatives; the no action alternative would continue
to use current direction. Therefore, there would be no direct, indirect or cumulative effects to this
resource.

Discussion - Cultural resources are formed by natural and cultural processes. For example, early native
peoples may have chosen a place next to a creek for a summer camp. At this location, many activities
.nay have taken place, such as making and maintaining stone tools, making campfires, butchering and
cooking wild animals, and sleeping inside of a small brush house, are all cultural processes. When the
camp was abandoned, the people would have left behind numerous discarded items and the remains of
fires, food-processing areas. In the spring, flooding along the creek might deposit sediment over the
camp area (a natural process) and bury the discarded artifacts and camp features (a natural process).
Over hundreds of years, this process might continue burying the early campsite (and subsequent
campsites) deeper in soils. If such sites are located in a stable landform (geomorphic) area, the buried
contents of the site could remain protected for a considerable period. However, in an unstable
geomorphic setting, natural erosion processes (like stream bank cutting) may cut into the "cultural" soil
layers and begin exposing and eroding artifacts from their original context. Historic structures in Utah’s
NFs are largely built of wood and are subject to natural deterioration, even with maintenance.

Utah’s NFs contain a wide variety of cultural resource site types. These site types exist both above and
below the ground surface and may contain a variety of artifacts and materials made, used or introduced
into sites by past peoples. These include materials made of stone, mineral, wood, bone, clay (fired and
unfired ceramics), plants (seeds, charcoal, pollens, plant parts), and other materials. The direction for
cultural resource management is provided in law, regulation and policy.

As use of the national forests continues to rise due to increased local populations and nonresident visits,
impacts to heritage resources arc expected to increase. Unauthorized collecting, theft and illegal
excavations are occurring and would continue. Natural erosion and depositional processes would also
continue to affect cultural resources. Data collection through excavation to mitigate the unavoidable
adverse effects caused by planned activities would occur and most likely would result in some loss of
cultural resources.

As surveys are completed and projects implemented, additional cultural resources could be located that
would require documentation, evaluation and protection. Some may warrant stabilization and
interpretation.

Future management concerns include maintaining compliance with various laws and regulations and
protecting sites until they are evaluated and/or nominated for the National Historic Register in Utah's
NFs. Law enforcement and public education efforts need to continue in order to minimize unauthorized
collection, excavation, theft and other acts of vandalism.

Effects to cultural resource sites include direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that would result from

either intentional or inadvertent damage of cultural resources. Such activities are constrained by forest

plan standards and guidelines. Surveys for archaeological resources are accomplished prior to approval
of ground-disturbing projects and activities.
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Effects Common to A Alternatives: When assessing the effects of each alternative on all of the NFS lands
within the project area as a whole, none of the alternatives have any direct, indirect or cumulative effects
to cultural resource sites. The direction contained in the action alternatives is programmatic and does not
supercede any of the direction currently in the Forest Plans to protect sites.

4.5 ECONOMIC COMPONENTS

D d for natural ces, such as recreation opportunities, wood products, and special forest
products has steadily increased on the six affected national forests. In towns adjacent to NFS lands,
community well-being may be affected by economic factors related to NFS land management. Market
goods such as timber, special forest products, livestock grazing, mineral leases, and commercial
recreation, generate income for local economies. The focus of the economic effects discussion is to
identify the incremental effects that may be expected as a result of this short-term direction. Most of the
effects in the following section are described qualitatively because most are not measurable as physical or
monetary impacts and are difficult to € quantitatively b the broad scale of the analysis
precludes collection of .ite-specific data outputs.

4.5.1 Wood Products/Timber Industry

Effects Summary

All Alternatives: Cumulative effects (i.e., volume and product size reductions) may occur under any
alternative as Forests begin using direction in project design and implementation. This is due primarily to
effects of other national policies such as the interim roads policy (USDA Forest Service 1999a) and the
Lynx conservation strategy (USDA Forest Service 1999). Volume reductions on national forests may
increase logging pressure on nonfederal lands. With the exception of Alternative E, which would have
measurable effects, cumulative effects as a result of this management direction are not likely to be
measurable over the next 4 years.

Alternative A: No direct or indirect effects on volume offer and product are anticipated with this
alternative.

Alternatives B, C, and F: Direct effects may include a change in product size, product type, and lengthened
rotations. Short-term volume reductions are not predicted. Long-term reductions are possible.

z[tematiwhi): Direct effects may include a change in product size, product type, and lengthened rotations.
Road restrictions and complexity of density prescriptions may result in short and long-term volume
reductions.

Alternative E: Direct effects may include a change in product size, product type, and lengthened rotations.

High stand density requirements, road restrictions, and restrictions on management of mature and old
structural stages would likely cause substantial reductions in volume offer during the short and long-term.

Discussion

Alternative A: No direct effects on volume and product offer over current are foreseen with this
alternative.

The interim puads policy (USDA Forest Service 1999a) and Lynx strategy (USDA Forest Service 1999)
could result in reduced volume offer; however, selection of the no action alternative is unlikely to add
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directly to these cumulative effects due to the flexibility in current direction which guides vegetative
mamgcmcnt project design and implementation. Ho'vever, indirect effects could result by not

ng new guidance for g of goshawk habitat as there is a high potential of resulting
lawsuits against the Forest Service. This in turn could affect the Forest Service's ability to offer wood

products.

Alternatives B and C: Direct effects may include change in product size and lengthened rotations.
Lengthened rotations may reduce the amount of volume to be offered over time. These items may have
some affect on local industry and their markets.

Cumulative effects are possible when these changes are added to potential volume reductions and product
changes caused by the inteirm roads policy (ibid.) and Lynx strategy (ibid.).

Alternative D: Direct effects may include change in product size and length
rotations may reduce the amount of volume to be offered over time.

d rotations. Lengthened

Dependent upon many factors (product value, terrain, cutting practices, skid method, etc.), replacing
temporary roads with skid trails may reduce treatment acreage due to economic considerations. The two
most costly items in logging contracts are the skid and the haul (Paroz 1999). To increase the skid
distance, would necessarily increase logging costs and thereby reduce receipts or eliminate po.tions of
harvest units from treatment. Thus, reductions in temporary road construction would likely result in
reduced treatment acreage and corresponding volume reductions. Volume reductions cannot be readily
quantified on a programmatic level, as they are dependent upon sale configuration and current road
patterns. This may have cumulative effects on adjacent non-Forest Service timber lands by placing
additional logging pressures on these lands as purchasers pt to suppl volume. It should be
noted that pressure to log is already high on private lands within the project area. Implementation of this
alternative may result in purchasers needing to travel farther for raw products if they wish to maintain
their current production level.

Additional cumulative effects are possible when these changes are added to potential volume reductions
and product changes caused by the interim roads policy (ibid.) and Lynx strategy (ibid.), which could
result in reduced volume offer.

Alternative E: In addition to the effects noted in Alternative F, the elimination of harvest from mature and
old VSS class groups and stands would substantially reduce timber volume production. Based on harvest
figures from the past 5 years (1994-1998) and assuming future offer would be similar, the following
reductions (live only) could be anticipated by appraisal group:

Table 8: Volume reductions by wood product appraisal group for Alternative E.

spruce, Douglas-fir, Ponderosa pine, Subalpine fir: 14% reduction

T
| 45% reduction
|

99% reduction
30% reduction

Lodgepole pine:
Overall:

This equates to a value reduction of approximately $2.4 million per year and the corresponding payments
to the counties. In addition to the above, 98% of dead volume could potentially be affected (Paroz 1999).

These reductions would affect local industry. Local industry would either need to find other sources for
their mills, reduce production, or switch to other business operations. Implementation of this alternative

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences /ﬂ7 7 pg. 4-53

may result in purchasers needing to travel farther for raw products if they wish to maintain their current
production level.

These reductions in Forest Service volume may have cumulative effects on adjacent non-Forest Service
timber lands by placing additional logging pressures on these lands as purchasers attempt to supplement
volume. It should be noted that pressure to log is already high on private lands within the project area.

Additional cumulative effects are possible when these changes are added to potential volume reductions
and product changes caused by the interim roads policy (USDA Forest Service 1999a) and Lynx strategy
(USDA Forest Service 1999), which could result in reduced volume offer.

Alternative F: Direct effects may include change in product size and lengthened rotations. Where
Alternative F focuses management in ecosystems that are "at-risk" or "nonfunctioning” (from a PFC
viewpoint), wood quality and species may also be affected over that currently offered. It could be
expected that more emphasis would be placed on aspen management. It could also be expected that more
emphasis would be placed on restoration of degraded systems as well as preventing epidemic insect
outbreaks. Restoration objectives could place more dead and/or bug-infested wood on the market.
Prevention could place more green on the market. These items may have some affect on local industry
and their markets.

Cumulative effects are possible when these changes are added to potential volume reductions and product
changes caused by the interim roads policy (ibid.) and Lynx strategy, which could result in reduced
volume offer.

4.5.2 Grazing

Effects Summary
Alternative A, B, C and E: No effects, does not change utilization direction currently found in Forest Plans.

Alternative D: Changes estimated to result, if alternative management direction is adopted, is an average 23%
reduction in currently permitted AUMs across NFS suitable rangelands on the six Utah National Forests.
This reduction reflects what may occur as an average across acres affected by this alternative, based on
assumptions stated below. Localized (allotment) effects are expected to be highly variable due to varying
site conditions and may be more or less than this average. However, the effect is expected to be measurable
at the localized, forest and state scales.

Alternative F: Management direction in this altemative allows the manager to approach the cure to the
problem by changing the aspect of grazing practices that is causing the downward trend (i.e., utilization.
season of use, grazing system, range health, etc.). Though some localized effects to grazing permits,
including reductions in AUMs, may occur they are not expected to be measurable at the forest or state scale.
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Discussion - Graham et al.’s Assessment (1999) identifies the nonforest understory vegetation in and/or
associated with several forest cover types as being important goshawk prey-base habitat. The alteration by
management of both structure and species composition of the grass, forb and shrub understory layers in the
forested habitats is of concern with regard to effects on goshawk habitat. This Assessment noted that the
majority of NFS lands are grazed by both domestic livestock and wildlife, with 27% of the high-value forest
habitat on NFS lands being managed with a livestock grazing emphasis.

Available forage in nonforest and some forested habitats classified as suitable rangelands is what is used to
calculate permitted AUMs. Generally speaking coniferous forest cover types, other than ponderosa pine, are
typically classified as unsuitable. However, some coniferous forest may be classified as suitable rangeland
depending on canopy cover and intermixing with nonforest cover types or aspen. Aspen forests are typically
classified as suitable rangeland throughout the Utah NFs. In terms of forage production the aspen cover type
is considered one of the most productive of any of the forest or nonforest cover types.

Forested cover types classified as suitable rangeland found within current range allotments on national

forests can range fron: 0 to nearly 100% of the acres on an allotment. The effect of a change in utilization
standards, or other grazing practices, that may result from proposed management direction primarily depends
on how many forested acres are classified as suitable range within an allotment. In some cases, from an
administrative standpoint, if an allotment contains a high mix of forest cover types intermingled throughout
the allotment, direction for utilization in forest cover types may have to be applied to both the forest and
nonforest areas to successfully meet the utilization requirement. Essentially, if it was not applied to both, in
some cases there is no practical way to apply it only to the forested acies and provide reasonable assurance of
compliance through current administration procedures.

Alternatives A, ‘B, C and E: These altermatives do not include any management direction that will affect or
supercede current forest plan management direction pertaining to iivestock or wildlife grazing utilization on
NFS lands. Therefore, there will be no direct, indirect or cumulative effect of using alternative management
direction in future project design and implementation.

Alternative D: This alternative includes wildlife and livestock grazing guidelines imposing a single average
and maximum utilization standard for forage (20% and 40%, respectively) and shrubs (40% and 60%,
respectively) across all forested acres on Utah’s NFs. Current average utilization on forage generally ranges
from 45% to 55% on forage, and 30 to 60% on shrubs. The effect of this guideline will primarily be to
forage utilization in forested habitats only, in areas that fall outside the exemption categories described in
2.3.2. Effects of changes in shrub utilization will not be expected because they are within the range that is
currently uccepted. Changes in forage utilization will be the focus of the effects disclosure.

Effects to domestic livestock grazing on NFS lands is the focus of the following analyses. The amount of
domestic livestock grazing permitted on NFS lands on Utah's NFs was estimated at 634,000 animal unit
months (3.52) in 1997 and 1998. Changes in permitted AUMs will result from any change in utilization
requirements of nonforest vegetation beneath the forest cover types, including small openings within these
forested cover types. The vegetative section of Chapter 3 (3.3.1 and 3.3.2) describes in detail these cover
types.

There is not complete data available for all allotments on the six affected national forests to assess which
ones have suitable range that is forested and how much is contained within an allotment to know what the
effect will be. Therefore, a more simplistic approach has been taken based on the data that is available for
the six Utah Forests. Assumptions for the effects analysis follows:
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Approximately 68% of the total NFS lands (8.1 million acres) is suitable rangeland, or 5.4 million
acres (Johnson 1989).
Only acres dominated by aspen and ponderosa pine will be affected by this change. Of the 5.4
million acres of suitable rangeland on these six national forests, 10% is in an aspen cover type and
2% in ponderosa pine; 540,000 acres of aspen and 108,000 acres of ponderosa pine (FIA, 1993;
USDA, 1996).
The percentage of land affected outside exemption areas (85% of the total) is the same as that found
in the total acres; 85% of 540,000 or 459,000 acres of aspen; 85% of 108,000 acres or 91,800 acres of
ponderosa pine.
The number of animal unit months (AUM:s) that will have to the reduced at the state scale is based on
the following:
¢ Currently allow an average of 50% utilization on 459,000 aspen acres and 91,800 ponderosa pine
acres;
Average estimated total forage production in aspen is 1000 pounds/acre: on ponderosa pine is 400
pounds/acre (Grider 1999).
Total allowed forage used under current utilization requirements (50%): (459,000 acres X 1000
pounds/acre X 50% use) + (91,800 acres X 400 pounds/acre X 50% use) = 247,860,000 pounds
Total allowed forage used under proposed utilization requirements (20%): (459,000 acres X 1000
pounds/acre 20% use) + (91,800 acres X 400 pounds/acre X 20% use) = 99,144,000 pounds
Total forage use lost = 247,860,000 pounds (used now) - 99,144,000 pounds (proposed use) =
148,716,000 pounds lost.
1000 Ibs forage = 1 AUM,; therefore, total AUM loss is 148,716 AUMs.
Total AUMs currently permitted on six Utah NFs is 634,000; a loss of 148,716 AUMs represents
a potential 23% loss. This represents an estimated average loss across all NFS acres affected;
any one allotment on a Forest may vary substantially from this.
Several variables may come to play where the affected acres may decrease or increase due to
administration issues. Because these variables are specific to each localized situation and highly
variable, it will not be used in the comparison.
Livestock grazing permits will be adjusted by term grazing permit modification following approval of
the amendment (Alternative D). Procedures for permit modification found in FSM 2230 will be
followed. Permittees will have the right to appeal any decision to adjust current term grazing permits
under 36 CFR §251.8 following notification of a pending adjustment through permit modification
procedures.

If this direction is adopted and permits adjusted to reflect a reduction to an average utilization of 20% by dry
weight on acreage not exempt from application of direction in this alternative, it will likely cause one of the
following:

1. Affected permittees will have to find other options for supplemental forage to make up the difference.
In Utah, most of the grazing land base is federally owned and not competitively leased. The average
cost for grazing on federal lands is currently $1.35/AUM. The average grazing fee paid in 1998 on
private, nonirrigated lands in Utah was $10.00/AUM. Finding supplemental forage will likely have a
measurable effect (loss) to the profitability of the current operation affected.

Reduced forage availability may mean a shorter grazing season and the need to sell livestock early for
less than optimum price. This will also reduce profitability of an operation.

In some cases, grazing permits will be reduced to a level where it will no longer be economically
viable for a permittee to continue to graze livestock.
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Any of these consequences will likely result in measurable localized impacts, and likely Forest, multiple
forest and possibly state level impacts to this economic sector.

Alternative F: Unlike management direction in Alternative D, this altemative focuses the need to change
grazing practices only in those areas where landscape assessments determine grazing is a factor in putting a
landscape at-risk relative to habitat needs of the goshawk. It also recognizes that there are scveral aspects of
grazing practices that could be causing the at-risk condition; changing utilization (Alternative D) may or may
not address the real problem. This alternative allows the manager to approach the cure to the problem by
changing the aspect of grazing practices that is causing the downward trend (i.e., utilization, season of use,
grazing system, range health, etc.).

Where grazing is determined to be contributing to an at-risk condition, grazing practices will be changed to
initiate correction of the identified problem. However, this change may or may not result in a measurable
change locally, forestwide or statewide because:

1. A change in total permitted AUMs will not always be the best or only solution to the problem
attributed to current grazing practices. Changes in season of use or grazing system only may occur.
Also, if a change in AUMs is required, it may or may not be substantial in terms of economic
viability of an operator.

. Changes to current permits would only occur in those landscapes where grazing can be attributed as a
causal factor to an at-risk condition. Annually, only one to two landscape assessments (at the Sth to
6th order watershed, or equivalent scale) are completed in sufficient detail on each forest that may
identify potential problems associated with grazing. There are several Sth to 6th order watersheds
(tens to hundreds of thousands acres each), in part or in whole, on the six affected national forests.
As a result, the number of allotments likely to be affected in 4 years is a small percentage of the total
539 active allotments on the six Utah NFs (4.5.2). Similar to Alternative D, livestock grazing permits
will be adjusted by term grazing permit modification as needed. Procedures for permit modification
found in FSM 2230 will be followed. Permittees will have the right to appeal any decision to adjust
current term grazing permits under 36 CFR §251.8 following notification of a pending adjustment
through permit modification procedures.

Thercfore, the degree of change in terms of acres or permits affected in the 4 year life of this amendment will
not likely to be measurable except possibly at a localized level (i.e., allotment or group of allotments).
Broader scale effects at the forest or state scale will not be expected in 4 y~ars.

4.5.3 Mineral Resources

Effects Summary

Alternative 2 There would be no effect. Current practices would continue as allowed under current
forest plans.

Effects Common to All Action Alternatives: The direction adopted through this amendment will not apply to
forested habitats in areas currently managed or allocated for mining (refer to exemptions in Chapter 2,
section 2.3.2). In these areas, the direction adopted through this amendment will be applied only where
it does not affect the exercise of existing rights granted by special use permit, plan of operations, lease,
forest plan allocation or valid, prior existing mineral right.

The effect of the alternatives on future mineral and energy resources is directly related to the constraints
placed on the development of those resources, e.g., the mitigation measures auached to mineral leases
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and plans for locatable mineral development designed to protect habitat for the northern goshawk and its
prey. The Forest Service is limited in its authority to restrict development of outstanding and reserved
mineral rights. Resource protection measures must be reasonable and not foreclose exploration or
development activities. For that reason implementation of standards and guidelines adopted through this
amendment is not expected to significantly affect valid prior existing mineral rights and locatable
mineral activities.

Future leasable and mineral material exploration and development could be limited by the application of
the direction adopted through this amendment. Leases would be limited by stipulation restricting
vegetative manipulation in specific locations (active nest and PFA area) and time period (the nesting
period, usually March 1-September 30). Within a goshawk home range of 6,000 acres, the nest areas are
only 3% of the home range and active nest areas are only one-half of one percent of the home range.
PFAs are typically another 7-8%. The effect of such prescriptions on the ability to explore for and
develop leasable minerals and mineral materials are discussed in more detail below.

Discussion of Effects
Mineral Materials

Alternative A There would be no effect. Current practices would continue as allowed under current
forest plans.

Effects Common to ALl Action Alternatives: Future development of mineral materials could be affected to
some extent but the majority of such development is adjacent to existing roads so the impact is expected
to be minimal.

Leasable Minerals

Alternative 2 There would be no effect. Current practices would continue as allowed under current
forest plans.

Effects Common to Al Action Alternatives: New exploration activities or leases may experience some
restrictions. If the proposed exploration or leasing area is outside the area covered by the exemption, a
site specific analysis must consider this direction. This does not mean exploration or lease will not be
approved. However, it is possible that if the proposed mineral area is in goshawk habitat, modifications
or realignment of location, or additional mitigation or stipulations to fully protect goshawk and its
habitat will be required. This could have a resulting effect of higher project costs, and in combination
with other restrictions (winter range restrictions) could severely delay or preclude prospecting,
exploration and development in some areas.

Qil and Gas

Mineral activity on existing leases is exempt from the application of standards and guidelines adopted
through this amendment where it would interfere with the exercise of exploration and development
rights already granted by lease. It should be noted that the more recent leases contain provisions for
protection of sensitive species like the northern goshawk, through the application of a Controlled
Surface Use stipulation. This stipulation requires that any necessary surveys be conducted and site
specific mitigation identified prior to approval of surface disturbing operations. However, this current
stipulation did not specifically address the size of area or length of time that may be affected and only

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences / pz 7




applies to operations conducted by the lessee or lease operator. Older leases have been issued without
such stipulations.

If/when operations such as exploratory wells are proposed on an existing lease, additional NEPA
analyses will be completed as required by 36 CFR §228.107 with additional mitigation measures for
protection of the goshawk and its habitat. Any additional measures must be reasonable and consistent
with the terms and conditions of the existing lease.

New oil and gas activities could be affected to a greater extent by standards and guidelines for protection
of the goshawk and its habitat adopted through this amendment.

Geophysical exploration for oil and gas typically precedes the drilling of wells and occurs across
relatively large areas to help define geologic structures and potential reservoir traps for hydrocarbons.
The proposed guidelines could have a direct effect on these activities by precluding oil and gas surveys
in areas of an active nest during the time period from March 1 through September 30. This would
necessitate that the survey be done during wintcr months or wait until the following season when the
nest may not be active. This could potentially increase the cost and delay exploration plans to the point
of making them unfeasible. Also, cumulatively, when timing restriction for such things as elk and
moose winter range, elk calving areas, and foreseeable winter restrictions for the lynx, the overall
restriction may make exploration extremely difficult if not impossible in some specific areas.

When lease proposals are received from the BLM, the Forest will conduct required reviews to determine
if leasing of proposed areas is consistent with the Forest Plan and to determine if there is any significant
new information that was not considered in the Oil and Gas Leasing FEIS.

The application of the proposed standards and guidelines to new leases could temporarily preclude
proposed activities in specific areas; since cumulative time constraints for various species could
eliminate a sufficient time window in which to conduct operations. The time constant for vegetative
manipulation, which is typically required for construction of well pads and access roads, may require
such activities to occur during the late fall or winter months. Cut and fill construction with frozen
material makes it difficult to maintain a level drill pad and often results in high sediment loads when the
pad thaws in the spring.

If proposed access roads lie within goshawk protection areas and construction cannot be delayed, it
could be necessary to identify alternative road routes to avoid the protection area. This could result in
trade-offs regarding impacts to other resources and cost of operations. Alternative routes could involve
more road distance and associated disturbance, greater effects to other resources, and higher cost to the
operator.

Coal and Phosphates

AllAqf the coal mining done on NFS !ands in Utah is by underground methods. Surface activities and
facilities needed to support underground mining are described in Chapter 3 (3.5.3) and only involve 1%
of the area under permit for underground mining.

Due to the exemptions which recognize valid existing rights granted by leases, permits, and licenses,
impacts would be limited to activities and facilities proposed in or directly related to leases issued after
the decision for this action. If coal exploration or development activities such as drilling and
geophysical surveys are proposed within the nest protection area of an active goshawk and cannot be
relocated, these activities would be delayed to the period between September 30 and the onset of winter
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weather conditions. At the higher elevations, this could occur any time after October 1. In most cases,
there would be sufficient reasonable weather to conduct operations in the goshawk nest protection area,
but it is possible that they would be delayed to the next year or prohibited, even though not likely.

If a needed ventilation breakout/emergency escapeway lies within a canyon slope in a goshawk nest
protection area, it might be required that the breakout construction be delayed or relocated and/or
replaced by a much more costly ventilation shaft in the interior of the plateau above. This could cause
increased cost and trade-offs regarding the amount of surface disturbance needed and impacts to other
resources. For example, breakouts can usually be constructed from within the underground workings,
not requiring construction of an access road. If the breakout cannot be relocated to another canyon area,
drilling of a ventilation shaft could be necessary, requiring construction of an access road for drilling
equipment.

There will be no measurable effects on exploration or development of phosphate resources on existing
NFS leases as a result of adopting direction from any action altemative. The effects on potential future
exploration and development of phosphate resources on NFS lands is also minimal. Future activities
would likely occur on existing leases, and would fall under the exemption described in Chapter 2 (2.3.2).
Issuance of new leases or prospecting permits could be affected, but Forest Service authority over
phosphate permits and leases is limited to recommending resource protection measures to the BLM.

4.5.4 Recreation/Tourism

Discussion - Economic effects resulting from a reduction in outdoor-related recreation weuld have
similar effects to economic downturns related to other sectors. The economic effects of adopting any of
the alternatives would be manifested in a variety of ways, depending on the amount of reduction in
recreational resources available to the public.

Effects Common to Al Alternatives: No negative direct, indirect or cumulative effects to recreation and
tourism were identified under any alternative.

Effects Common to Al Action Alteratives: Some action alternatives may have some indirect and cumulative
beneficial effects (i.e., more naturally appearing landscapes, more large trees), though these are not likely
to be measurable economically in 4 years.

The current developed recreational sites are exempt from direction in this amendment, providing for no
change in the current management and use of the sites. In addition, real change in recreational resource
use during the 4-year period would be relatively small due to the planning and implementation time
needed. No negative affects are expected to scenic resources in any of the alternatives because of the
benefits of the protection of goshawk habitat. In fact, implementation of Alernatives B-F may actually
improve scenic resource because of additional protection or improvement to the natural landscape.

Planned new developed recreational sites may experience some modifications in design, restricted use. or
location due to goshawk habitat limitations, but these modification would not stop the site from being
developed or used by the public. Modifications in management pract:-es affecting habitat conditions
would be on a project by project basis and would only gradually change. For a more detailed discussion
of expansion options for developed recreational sites. see 4.5.6 below.

For reasons stated above, adoption of any of the action alternatives considered in this environmental

assessment on planned or future projects relating to recreation would likely be inconsequential during the
interim 4 year period.

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences / 7, /




4.5.5 Transportation/Access

Discussion - The goal of road system development and management is to provide Forest users safe, cost-
effective transportation facilities consistent with land and resource management objectives. Timber
production and recreation use place the heaviest demands on national forests’ transportation systems.

The six affected national forests maintain separate transportation systems to accommodate traffic needs
and to prevent resource damage. In March, 1999, the Chief of the Forest Service announced an 18-month
interim roads policy (USDA Forest Service 1999). Each road project would be evaluated on a case-by-
case basis to determine whether the proposed temporary suspension applies or if the project qualifies
under an exemption.

Effects Common to Al Alternatives: No negative direct, indirect or cumulative effects to transportation or
access were identified under any alternative.

Effects Common to AUl Action Alternatives: The direction contained in the alternatives analyzed is
programmatic and does not supercede any of the current Forest Plan direction concerning transportation
planning or access. Thus, when assessing the effects of each action alternative over the next 4 years, on
all of the NFS lands within the six affected national forests, the effects are anticipated to be minimal.

The only direction in action alternatives that restrict access pertains to active nest and PFA areas during
the breeding period only, typically between March | and September 30. Also, restrictions would only
apply to forest service permitted uses (does not include permitted livestock grazing). It would not apply
to general dispersed recreation or personal use firewood collection.

The nest and PFA areas where access is restricted is small compared to the total forest acres. Within a
goshawk home range of 6,000 acres, the nest areas are only 3% of the home range and active nest areas
are only one-half of 1 percent of the home range. PFAs are typically another 7-8%. Together this is
approximately 10% of a total home range, or 600 acres, where restrictions would be applied during the
active breeding period. If all forested acres were occupied 10% of the total acres may have restrictions
applied. However, all acres are not occupied currently nor expected to be within 4 years. Therefore
greater than 90% of the total forested acres would still be open for permitted uses

Therefore, while all of the action alternatives include a guideline restricting access, there is no
expectation that forest users issued permits for a specific type of use would be denied access to the
national forest. The restriction in guidelines is limited to a specific location and time period. For
example, one permitted use this guideline may affect is commercial firewood permits. If someone with a
commercial firewood permit has a preferred area and that area is in an active nest and PFA area and the
permittee wants to gather firewood during the nesting period (usually March 1-September 30), access to
that location would likely be denied during the breeding period. However, if the permittee does not want
to wait until after the breeding period to exercise the terms of the permit, the permit could likely be
reissued for another area on the 90% or more of the forested acres not occupied by active nests and PFAs.
Another example would be commercial timber sales. Activities would be restricted during the breeding
period in that part of a sale area that overlaps PFAs and active nest areas, however, remaining areas
within the sale boundary would remain open. These scenarios would hold true for similar types of
permitted uses. Overall, access for permitted use would still be provided to meet expected demands and
for the services and outputs described under current forest plans.
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4.5.6 Special Uses
Discus:

Effects Common to A Alternatives: Overall, when assessing the effects of each alternative over the next 4
years on special uses on all NFS lands within the six Utah NFs, it is anticipated that the effects would not
be measurable.

Effects Common to Al Action Alternatives: The effect of the action alternatives on existing special uses is
minimal. The direction would not apply to forested habitats in areas currently managed or allocated for
special use permits allowing vegetative disturbance or treatments. In these areas current Forest Plan
direction would still apply. Managing these areas consistent with current management direction is
important to meeting other goals and objectives in the individual forest plan and that doing so would not
result in the loss of habitat needed to maintain viable populations of goshawk in the State of Utah. While
many special use permits were issued before the northern goshawk was listed as a sensitive species in
Utah, current special use permits require contact with the Forest Service before any vegetation
manipulation occurs.

The action alternatives cortained herein could have an effect on new special use permits if the area is not

ged or allocated for special use permits. For example, proposals for ski area expansions on the
Wasatch-Cache NF. If the proposed expansion area is not currently allocated for this use, the site
specific analysis must consider this direction. This does not mean that the expansion won’t be approved.
However, it is possible that if the proposed expansion is in goshawk habitat, modifications or realignment
of location, or additional mitigation would be required. This could have a resulting effect of higher
project costs.

4.5.7 Administrative Considerations

Discussion of Effects
t sing Stan and elines in ect ign and Im ntation

Alternative A: This alternative can be implemented under current technology, training, and abilities of the
implementation crews. Monitoring and evaluation will continues as currently planned and not result in
any increase in costs over what is currently required.

Alternatives B, C, E and F: These alteratives can be implemented under current technology and abilities of
the implementation crews. Some additional training would be necessary to implement canopy closure
requirements.

Improved inventory methods would likely need to be developed. Current inventory methods typically
track stand characteristics, not groups within stands. The emphasis these alternatives place on managing
groups (and clumps of trees within groups) would require a finer level of detail in inventories.

At the same time, the emphasis on landscape level conditions would require a greater level of knowledge
of conditions at the landscape level during the planning process. Current inventory methods allow
aggregation of stand level data. This methodology, in combination with geographical information system
(GIS) technology, can be used to aggregate watershed level information for VSS class groups. A current
limitation is that GIS data bases do not track "groups,” and the smallest map-size delineation is normally
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5 acres. In order to impl guid. for the gement of goshawk habitat at the group level, it
may be necessary to modify the parameters within current data bases.

Alternative D: The highly complex canopy closure requirements may not be fully implementable or
achievable under current abilities of implementation crews. Extensive training would be necessary. In
order to retain trained employees (which would be necessary to make this alternative feasible), Forest
Service hiring practices would have to change to allow hiring permanent implementation crew leaders.

Improved inventory methods would likely need to be developed. Current inventory methods typically
track stand characteristics, not groups within stands. The emphasis these alternatives place on managing
groups (and clumps of trees within groups) would require a finer level of detail in inventories.

At the same time, the emphasis on landscape level conditions would require a greater level of knowledge
of conditions at the landscape level during the planning process. Current inveatory methods allow
aggregation of stand level data. This methodology, in combination with GIS technology, can be used to
aggregate watershed level information for VSS class groups. A current limitation is that GIS data bases
do not track **groups,”” and the smallest map-size delineation is normally 5 acres. In order to implement
guidance for the management of goshawk habitat at the group level, it may be necessary to modify the
parameters within current data bases.

ratis lonitoril irements

Alternative A: Monitoring will continue as presently scheduled in the six Utah forest plans. The
commitment by the Regional Forester to establish monitoring protocols with the State of Utah (i.e.,
UDWR) for habitat and population monitoring will not result in measurable increases in monitoring cost
to the agency. The majority of information for these items are already being collected by field units. The
primary increase in costs will be associated with developing protocols for common methods of data
collection and aggregation, and then adjusting current collection methods to meet protocols. The
evaluation of data will be periodically accomplished by the State of Utah based on agreements made as
part of the HCS (Utah NFs et al 1998); therefore, evaluations will not result in any measurable increase in
costs to the agency over what is presently incurred in ongoing coordination efforts.

Alternative B: Of the action alternatives, Alternative B results in the least increase in costs for monitoring
(refer to Table 9 at the end of this section). Alternative B does not include monitoring item m-2 which is
common to all other action Alternatives. Nor does it include monitoring iteins m-6 and m-7 concemning
grazing practices found in Alternatives D and F, respectively.

Monitoring costs associated with m-1, m-3, m-4 and m-5 are reasonable and within the anticipated
budgetary and personnel limitations of the agency. It is anticipated that all these monitoring items can be
integrated into monitoring activities presently occurring on forests with out substantial increases in costs.

Alternatives C and ‘E: These alternatives have the same monitoring requirements as Alternative B, plus
adds requirement m-2. Additional costs that will be incurred with the addition of m-2 will vary
depending on the number of activities implemented in a given year that involve areas with active
goshawk nests. Based on past experience it is expected that 1-5 nests would require monitoring per year
on each forest. This would result in an additional cost of $300 to $1500 per year on each forest.

Monitoring costs associated with m-1, m-3, m-4, m-5 with the addition of m-2 are still considered
reasonable and within the anticipated budgetary and personnel limitations of the agency. It is anticipated
that all these monitoring items can be intcgrated into monitoring activities presently occurring on forests.
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Requirements under m-1 are already occurring on most forests at levels required in m-1. However,
protocols for a consistent approach will have to be refined to allow for data aggregation and evaluations
at the state level. Costs to accomplish m-3 and m-4 will be minimized by integrating them with existing
activities already occurring (i.e., timber sale administration activities; current field inventories). The
variable costs associated with m-5 are already partly incurred through current broad scale assessment
efforts and integration of these assessments with spatial and tabular data systems. As consistency in
these current efforts evolve some forests may experience an increase in costs and others may see a
decrease. In all cases the costs will not be unreasonable considering current and anticipated budgetary
and personnel limitations.

Alternative D: This alternative contains all the monitoring requirements of Alternatives C and E, plus adds
m-6 which addresses implementation and effectiveness of grazing utilizat on requirements. This
alternative has the highest associated costs with monitoring of all the alternatives.

The addition of monitoring item m-6 will increase monitoring requirements on each forest by $7100 per
year. Though the agency believes funding will likely be available to accomplish this requirement, each
forest may have to shift some current funding priorities for grazing permit administration to accomplish
the monitoring requirements.

Alternative 7 Like Alternative D, this alternative contains all the monitoring requirements of Alternatives
Cand E, plus adds a monitoring requirement to address implementation and effectiveness of grazing
practices. However, unlike Altenative D the grazing monitoring requirement in this alternative (m-7)
addresses an identified grazing practice that is contributing to an at-risk landscape condition. The annual
cost for completing this requirement is expected to range from $150 to $3550 per allotment per year, or a
maximum cost of $7100 per year per forest. Though the costs to complete this requirement could be as
high as $7100 per year, it is expected that over time the average would be less per year. The $7100 cost
would be to complete utilization studies similar to that completed under Alternative D. This is the most
intensive type of monitoring that would have to occur. In some cases, utilization will not be the
identified grazing practice that requires adjustment to address the problem. Other practices such as
season of use that may be changed will require less intensive monitoring to determine implementation
and effectiveness in addressing identified problems. Therefore, costs of Alternative F should be lower
than Altemnative D. However, like Alternative D, though the agency believes funding will likely be
available to accomplish this requirement, each forest may have to shift some current funding priorities for
grazing permit administration to accomplish the monitoring requirements.

Table 9: Alternative comparison of increased monitoring costs over that which is currently
required in existing forest plans on the six affected national forests.

m-1 m2 | m3 | m-4 m-5 m-6 m-7

AlLA* 50 50 50 | 0 | so 50 50

$300 per nest $100-500 per | $5-10per 10 | variable
plus $300 for | $0 100 acres, acres, plus depending
evaluation | plus $250 for | $250 for on data and
| evaluation evaluation size of
| landscape
$300 per nest | $300/nest $100-500 per $5-10 per 10 | vanable
plus $300 for 100 acres, acres, plus depending
evaluation | plus $250 for | $250 for on data and
evaluation | evaluation size of
landscape
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Table 9: (continued)

m-1

m-2

m-3

m-4

m-6

AltD $300 per nest
plus $300 for
evaluation

$300/nest

$100-500 per
100 acres,
plus $250 for
evaluation

$5-10 per 10
acres, plus
$250 for
evaluation

$7100 per
forest per
year

$300 per nest
plus $300 for
evaluation

$300/nest

$100-500 per
100 acres,
plus $250 for
evaluation

$5-10 per 10
acres, plus
$250 for
evaluation

$0

$300 per nest
plus $300 for
evaluation

$300/nest

$100-500 per
100 acres,
plus $250 for
evaluation

$5-10 per 10
acres, plus
$250 for
evaluation

$150 1o
$3550 per
allotment

per year ifa
problem
has been
identified;
maximum
cost of
$7100 per
year
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS
Abiotic -- pertaining to the non-living parts of an ecosystem, such as soil particles, bedrock, air, water.

Active nest -- a goshawk nest know to have contained an egg. A nest need not have successfully produced
fledglings.

Active nest area -- a goshawk nest area containing an active nest.

Alternate nest area -- goshawk home ranges often contain two or more nest areas, only one of which will
be active in a given year. Alternate nest areas are normally historical nest areas. When historical nest
areas cannot be located to serve as an alternate, designated alternates will contain habitat attributes
common to the active nest area.

Canopy Closure -- (may also be referred to as canopy cover) expressed as a percent, canopy closure is the
amount of vegetative cover as measured vertically over a point ard averaged for a forested area. To
date, no consistent method of measurement has emerged as the norm. Methods include ground-based
ocular estimations and aerial estimations. To comply with guidelines, the recommended method to
measure canopy closure in the field is to use verticle canopy projection based on forest vegetation
greater than 15 feet in height. See 4.5.1, Canopy Closure and Stand Density Index, for additional
methodology.

Clump - clumps of trees are defined as 2 to 9 trees with interlocking crowns.

Composition --the constituent el of an ecosystem, e.g., the species that constitute a plan community.

In the northern goshawk project information, vegetative composition is a component of a coarse filter
used as an indicator of ecosystem function.

Connectivity -- pertaining to the extent to which conditions exist or should be provided between separate
forest areas to ensure habitat for breeding, feeding, or movement of wildlife and fish within their home
range or migration areas.

Decadent tree - a tree that has reached that stage of development when it is declining in vigor and health
and reaching the end of its natural life span.

Down woody debris -- any piece(s) of dead woody material, e.g.. dead boles, limbs, and large root masses,

on the ground in forest stands or in streams.
Ecological process - see function.

Effects -- the environmental consequences of a proposed action. Included are direct effects, which are
caused by the action and occur at the same time and place; and indirect effects, which are caused by the
action and are later in time or further removed in distance, but which are still reasonably foreseeable.
Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the
pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and are related effects on air, water and other
natural systems, including ecosystems.
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Effects and impacts as used in this statement are synonymous. Effects include ecological (such as the
effects on natural resources and on the components, structures and functioning of affected ecosystems),
aesthetic quality, historic, cultural, economic, social or health whether direct, indirect or cumulative.
Effects may also include those resulting from actions that may have both beneficial and detrimental
effects, even if on balance the agency believes that the effects will be beneficial.

Foraging area -- areas where prey are searched for, pursued by, and captured by goshawks.

Forest cover type -- a category of forest usually defined by its vegetation, particularly its dominant
vegetation as based on percentage cover of trees, e.g., spruce-fir, aspen, Douglas-fir.

Forest Health -- the capacity for self-renewal, the ability to recover from natural and human-caused stress
and disturbance.

Forested area -- One capable of supporting >10% canopy cover under the natural disturbance regime and
within the historic range of variation.

Functioning-at-risk — see Properly Functioning Condition.

Goal - A concise statement that describes a desired condition to be achieved sometime in the future. It
is normally expressed in broad, general terms and is timeless in that it has no specific date by which
itis to be completed. Goal statements form the principal basis from which objectives are developed.
(36 CFR 219.3)

Group — a definable area of forested vegetation made up of one dominating Vegetative Structural Stage.
The area of the group is defined by either the drip-line or by the extent of the rooting zone of the outside
perimeter of the trees in the group. Where the rooting zone is used, a noticeable canopy gap may be
present between groups. Groups may be equivalent to a **stand’* under even-aged conditions or, under
uneven-aged conditions, they may be as small as a clump of trees. Group. as used in this document,
should not be confused with the silvicultural terminology used for uneven-aged selection harvest
methods, although at times the terms may coincide.

Guideline -- Forest-wide management direction contained in Forest Plan. Designed to promote
achievement of the desired habitat condition and related goals. Developed in an operationally flexible
manner so that they can respond to expected variations such as changing site conditions or changed
I gement circ A preferred or advisable course of action that is generally expected to be
carried out. Though deviation from compliance with a guideline does not require a forest plan
amendment, rationale for such a deviation must be documented in the project decision document. The
rationale should clearly state why the variation is the preferred method for continuing progression
toward the related goal. If the variation is for other resource objectives, the rationale should explain why
it is not inconsistent with progression toward the goal it was designed to promote and how it helps to
achieve the overall desired future condition for the forest.

Habitat -- the place (including climate, food, cover, and water) where an animal. plant or population
naturally or normally lives and develops.
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Historic range of variation (HRYV) -- refers to ecosystem composition, structure, and process for a
specified area and time period (for this analysis, 100-700 years prior to current). HRV is our best
estimate of the natural range of variation (NRV). Ecosystems change over time. It is assumed that
native species have adapted over the last several thousands of years to natural change and that change
outside of NRV may affect composition and distribution of species and their persistence. Refer to
Appendix D of this EA.

Historical nest -- an intact nest known to have been active in the past.

HUC -- Hydrologic Unit Code. A standardized hierarchical classification scheme in which the lower 48
states are divided into 18 regions and each region is further subdivided resulting in a unique number for
each watershed. A 5th order HUC ranges from 40,000 to 250,000 acres (60 to 400 square miles). A 6th
order HUC ranges from 10,000 to 40,000 acres (15 to GO square miles).

Home range -- the area that an animal habitually uses during nesting, resting, bathing, foraging, and
roosting. A nesting home range ins nest areas (active and historical), the post-fledgling family
area, and the foraging area.

Indicator -- an organism or an ecologic community that is so strictly associated with particular
environmental conditions, that its presence (or absence) is a fairly certain sign or symptom of the
existence of these conditions.

Interlocking crowns — tree crowns are interlocking when the branches of adjacent trees overlap.

Issue -- A point, matter or question of public discussion or interest to be addressed or decided through the
planning process.

Preliminary issue is an issue identified early in the scoping phase and is sometime referred to as a
tentative issue.

Significant issue is an issue within the scope of the proposed action which is used to formulate
alternatives in an Envirc tal A (EA) or Envirc | Impact St (EIS).

Landscape -- a large land area composed of interacting ecosystems that are repeated due to factors such as
geology, soils, climate, and human impacts. Landscapes are often used for coarse grain analysis.

L andscape -- an evaluation of ecosystem conditions and trends on a large land area taking into
consideration the biotic, abiotic, and social influences upon ecosystems within the subject landscape.
This includes consideration of ecosystem processes such as disturbance, succession, recolonization,
fluxes of various ecosystem elements, and (depending on time scale) evolution and natural extinction.
To assess landscape elements addressed in Forest Plans, 4th to 6th order watersheds or equivalent
ecological units (10’s to 100’s thousands of acres) need to be used.

Locally adapted seed source - a location from which seed is collected that will insure biological
adaptation of the plant to the site where it is to be planted. Adaptation includes environmental,
morphological, and other factors that influence a plant’s development over time. Elevation, lattitude,
exposure, and local climatic factors help to determine a plant’s adaptabilty to a site. Species may
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vary widely in their ability to adapt to new sites, some species may be transported many miles from
the parent location, while others will need to be collected close to the planting site to insure
adaptation. For tree species, specific guidance is available from the Forest Service Seed Handbook
(FSH 2409.26f, Chapter 100) and the Regional Geneticist. For non-tree species, guidance can be
obtained from the Regional Genticist, Forest Ecologist, or local knowledge until such time as a data
base has been developed.

Native processes -- the processes through which ecosystem elements interact, such as succession, the food
web, fire, weather, other disturbance events, and the hydrologic cycle. Vegetative composition and
structure are indicators of ecosystem function.

Native species -- those s~ecies that occupied a landscape during the period of time used to determine the
historic range of variation (HRV). It is believed that naive species adapted to and, in part, evolved with
the ecological processes of the preceding several thousand years.

Natural Range of Variation (NRV) - Refer to Appendix D of this EA.

Naturally occurring ecosystems -- ecosystems present in a landscape during the period of time used to
determine historic range of variation (HRV).

Nest area -- the nest tree and stand(s) surrounding the nest that contain prey handling areas, perches, and
roosts. Nest areas are often on mesic sites (northerly facing slopes, along streams).

Nest stand -- the stand of trees that contains the nest tree.
Non-functioning — see Properly Functioning Condition.
Non-native species -- a species outside its historic range. The presence of a non-native species could

impose environmental pressures upon an ecosystem that may not have been part of historic range of
variation (HRV).

Objective - A concise, time-specific, of able pl. d results that respond to pre-
established goals. An objective forms the basis for further planning to define the precise steps to be
taken and the resources to be used in achieving identified goals. (36 CFR 219.3)

Old forest structure -- the size and/or age of the trees in an area. See structure.

Old growth forest -- the (usually) late successional stage of forest development. 1. generally, structural
characteristics used to describe include (a) live trees: number and minimum size of both seral and climax
dominants, (b) canopy conditions: commonly including multi-layering, (c) snags: minimum number of
specific size, and (d) down logs and coarse woody debris: minimum tonnage and numbers of pieces of
specific size;

2. generally contain trees that are large for their species and site and sometimes decadent (overmature)
with broken tops, often a variety of tree sizes, large snags and logs, and a developed and often patchy
understory;
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3. stand age, although a useful indicator of old growth, is often considered less important than structure
because (a) the rate of stand development depends more on environment and stand history than age
alone, and (b) dominants are often multi-aged;

4. due to large differences in forest types, climate, site, quality, and natural disturbance history (e.g., fire,

wind, and disease and insect epidemics), vary extensively in tree size, age classes, presence and

abundance of structural elements, stability, and presence of understory;

5. minimum area needed to be a functional ecological unit depends on the nature and management of

surrounding areas; small areas often do not contain all old-growth elements;

6. commonly perceived as an uncut, virgin forest with very little human-caused disturbance; some

believe that the time taken for stands to develop old-growth structure can be shortened by silvicultural
aimed at producing the above characteristics.

Properly (or proper) Functioning Condition (PFC) - ecosystems at any temporal or spatial scale are
in a properly functioning condition when they are dynamic and resilient to perturbations to structure,
composition, and processes of their biological or physical components. To have sustainable conditions,
a landscape should contain a balance of vegetative structural stages, vegetative seral stages, and species
that are characteristic of the landscape during a defined historical period (see Historic Range of
Variability). Refer to Appendix D of this EA.

Non- Threshold_i/ Properly Functioning Condition
Functioning

> Ecosystem
- Potential
Loss of Biological and physical components of
important Functional but ecosystems are sustainable. The levels of
biological / at- risk. sustainability in terms of time and spatial scales
physical are dependent on 1t strategi
components of implemented.

ecosystems.
_1/ Not a finite point

Post fledgling area -- area of concentrated use by the goshawk family after the young leave the nest. May
also be called the post fledgling family area.

Reference condition -- reference conditions ideally are based on undisturbed, functioning ecosystems
where natural ecosystem structure, composition, and function are operating without human intervention.
Historic range of variation (HRV) is used to determine our best estimate of "natural” conditions
and functions. Current ecosystem conditions are compared to reference conditions to understand change
over time.

Replacement nest area -- forest areas with physiographic characteristics and size similar to suitable
goshawk nest areas. Replacement areas can have young to mature forests that can be developed into

suitable nest areas.

Seral species -- a plant or animal species that will be replaced over time through forest succession.
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Seral stage (may also be referred to as successional stage) -- any stage of development of an ecosystem
from a disturbed, unvegetated state to a climax plant community. Forest seral stages are often referred
to as early, mid, or late dependent upon the mix of species present and/or the conditions of the stand.
Early seral stages are normally dominated by shade intolerant species, and late seral stands by shade
tolerant species, with mid-seral stands in transition. In systems where a single tree species dominates,
such as lodgepole pine or aspen, forest seral stages are more commonly equated to vegetative structural
stages. Concurrent with a change in overstory composition as forests move from early to mid to late
seral stages, is a change in understory species. With early seral stands typically containing shade
intolerant ground plants and late seral stands typically containing more shade tolerant ground species.

Shade tolerance -- the capacity of a tree or plant species to develop and grow in the shade of, and in
competition witii, other trees or plants.

Skid trail -- narrow path on which logging equipment travels when moving logs from the forest to a
designated landing location.

Snag -- a standing dead tree.

Standard -- Forest-wide management direction in Forest Plans. Designed to promote achievement of the
desired habitat condition and related goals, and to assure compliance with laws, regulations, Executive
Orders or policy direction established by the Forest Service. Standards either describe a condition of
land, normally a maximum or minimum value that is clearly measurable or it expresses a constraint on
management activities or practices. The key to a standard is that you would not expect variation to
occur due to such things as changing site conditions or changed management circumstances. Standards
are "black and white"; you must always do it in the format described in the standard to continue to
promote achievement of the goal it was designed to address. Deviation from compliance with a standard
requires a forest plan amendment.

Structure -- the horizontal and vertical arrangement of ecosystem components. Vegetation patches, edge,
canopy layers, snags, down wood, steep canyons, rocks in streams, and roads may be arranged in some
pattern or mosaic, or the structure may totally random.

Succession -- the gradual supplanting of one community of plants by another, the sequence of communities
being termed a sere and each stage seral.

Vegetative Structural Stage -- A generalized description of forest growth and aging stages based on the
size of the majority of trees in the subject stand. VSS-1 is referred to as the grass-forb or grass-forb-
shrub stage; VSS-2 is referred to as the seedling/sapling stage; VSS-3 is the young forest stage; VSS-4 is
the mid-aged forest stage; VSS-5 is the mature stage; and VSS-6 is the old stage of stand development.

Viable population -- a number of individuals of a species sufficient to ensure the long-term existence of the
species in natural, self-sustaining populations adequately distributed throughout their regions. Sece
persistent population.

Woodland - A vegetation cor ity that includes widely spaced, mature trees. The tree crowns are
typically more spreading in form than those of forest trees. Crowns do not touch and do not form a
closed canopy. Woodland is often defined as having 40 percent canopy closure or less. Between the
trees, grass, heath, or scrub communities typically develop, giving a park-like landscape
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APPENDIX A

Detailed Description of Alternative Management Direction
(goals, objectives, standards and guidelines.)




APPENDIX A

This appendix contains the detailed management direction found within each alternative. Consistent with discussions in Chapter 2, the direction is
broken down into 7 sections; this Appendix contains direction pertaining to the first six categories. Category 7, monitoring requirements, is
described in detail in Appendix B.

Category 1: Native Processes.

Category 2: Forest Composition.

Categor 3: Forest Structure.

Category 4: Nest and Post-fledgling areas only.
Category 5: Other miscellaneous areas of concern.
Category 6: Treatment prioritization.

The direction is provided in table format in each of the sections stated. The first two left hand columns provide a management direction
identification code (ID). The first colume is ID’s for goals (G- #) and objectives (O- #). The second column is ID’s for standards (s- #) or
guidelines (g- #) that pertain to the goal immediately preceding. The one variance from this is under Alternative F where the only goal and
objectives relate to treatment prioritization (Section 6); the standards and guidelines identified as part of Alternative F relate to achievement of the
stated goal and objectives under Section 6. These ID’s have been used in different parts of the Environmental Assessment to help facilitate
discussions.

The last 6 columns in each table state whether the management direction stated (i.e., goal, objective, standard or guideline) was included in a
specific alternative. If it was included an "X" is in the column; if it is NOT included "-" is in the column.

CATEGORY 1: Native Processes

vg MANAGEMENT DIRECTION ] __ALTERNATIVES

) B A[B[CID[E

GOAL: Restore or emulate natural disturbance regimes and other ecological processes to maintain or restore X| X X X
ecosystem integrity within landscapes important to sustaining habitat for the northern goshawk and its prey.

(Guideline) Management actions should be designed to encourage conditions that are within the historic range of variation X X
(HRYV); this is the full range of HRV, including extreme events. Actions should remain within the variability of size,
intensity, and frequency of native disturbance regimes characteristic of the subject landscape and ecological processes.

(Guideline) Management actions should be designed to encourage conditions that are within the historic range of variation
(HRV) as defined by Regional or local properly functioning condition (PFC) assessments. PFC operates within the range
of HRV where extrme events are not desired. Actions should remain within the variability of size, intensity, and
frequency of native disturbance regimes characteristic of the subject landscape and ecologica' processes.

(Guideline) Within disturbed ecosystems, management actions should be designed to be consistent with restoration
objectives .
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CATEGORY 2: Forest Composition

| vg | - . MANAGEMENT DIRECTION ) ) ] ) ALTERNATIVES

iD A|B|[C E

| GOAL: Maintain or restore native characteristics of ecosystem composition important to sustaining habitat for the X X X

P'northenl goshawk and its prey. L i - ‘ )
(Guideline) Utilize native plant species from locally adapted seed sources in management a- tivities when and where X| X

practical. Non-native plant species have the potential to cause systems to move outside of historic range of variation

(HRYV), therefore the use of non-native species should be justified to indicate how their use is important to maintain or
restore a cover type to functioning conditions.

e

(STANDARD) Native plant species from locally adapted seed sources must be used in all management activities.

" (Guideline) When initiating vegetative management treatments in forested cover types, provide for a full range of seral
stages, by forested cover type, that achieve a mosaic of habitat conditions and diversity. Each seral stage should contain a
strong representation of early seral tree species. Recruitment and sustainability of early seral tree species in the landscape
1s needed to maintain ecosystem resilience to perturbations.

CATEGORY 3: Forest Structure
(s | , MANAGEMENT DIRECTION ALTERNATIVES
D A/B|C|D E|F
GOAL: Maintain or restore the mix of forest vegetative structural stages (VSS) needed to sustain the desired mature | - E X| - | X
and old forest stages (VSS 5 and 6) in a landscape. The desired amount of mature and old is 40% in the portion of the ‘
landscape covered by conifers and 30% in the portion covered by aspen, well distributed. This is necessary to sustain |
habitat within landscapes and connectivity of habitat among landscapes important to supporting goshawk and its prey. |
GOAL: Maintain or restore the mix of forest vegetative structural stages (VSS) needed to sustain the desired mature
and old forest stages (VSS 5 and 6) in a landscape. Group size and distribution of VSS classes should be consistent with
historic disturbance patterns that are within PFC. The desired amount of mature and old is 40% in the portion of the
landscape covered by conifers and 30% in the portion covered by aspen. This is necessary to sustain habitat within
landscapes and connectivity of habitat among landscapes important to supporting goshawk and its prey.
(Guideline) Assess landscapes at the 5th-6th order Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) or equivalent ecological scale (tens to
hundreds of thousands of acres), to determine distribution of forest vegetative structural classes. Use the best existing
available information to complete this assessment. These assessments should be used to describe the existing structural
conditions and then determine opportunities to move the existing conditions toward the desired structural habitat
conditions.
(Guideline) Planned vegetative management treatments (excluding unplanned and unwanted wildland fire) in the mature
and/or old structural groups in a landscape that is at or below the desired percentage of land area in mature and old
structural stages (40% conifer, 30% aspen), should be designed to maintain or enhance the characteristics of these
structural stages. Within these landscapes the percentage of land area in mature and old structur. | stages treated should
not move out of the mature and old structural stage. Planned treatments may vary from this guiaeline if the action was
assessed through the biological evaluation (BE) process, and the BE concluded that the action 1s consistent with the intent
__of the Conservation Strategy and Agreement for Management of the Northern Goshawk in Utah.
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CATEGORY 3: Forest Structure (Continued)

G/O | g/ MANAGEMENT DIRECTION i 7 .
ID ID | D
(STANDARD) Vegetative management treatments are prohibited in all forested groups dominated by mature and old -
s-2 forest structures (VSS 5 and 6) for the remainder of the current planning period. This does not include unplanned and
| unwanted wildland fire. - . -
(Guideline) When it is desirable to obtain or promote the VSS | structural class through mechanical vegetative treatments
within the foraging area, create small to medium openings. Openings should be irregualr in shape and scattered throughout
the foraging area to develop the desired interspersion of structural stages. These openings are important because several
goshawk prey species require these openings for feeding and breeding. Use the following guideline for opening size, by
cover type:

IcT)vm TYPE Maximum Maximum width of an

individual openln' size individual OEIIl_ns
Ponderosa Pine and mixed conifer 4 acres 200 feet

Spruce/fir 1 acre 125 feet |
| Aspen and Lodgepole Pine current management direction N’A | -
| GOAL: Manage forested cover types within landscapes to retain, and sustain over time, standing dead trees (snags)

and their distribution important to the habitat needs of goshawk prey species and characteristic of healthy, functioning
ecosystems. . . R . o o e 1
(Guideline) When initiating vegetative management treatments in forested cover types. leave the following minimum
number and size of snags. If the minimum number of snags is unavailable, green trees should be substituted. If the
minimum size is unavailable, then use largest trees available on site. [t is desirable to have snags represented in all size
classes above the minimum available on the site. The number of snags should be present at the stand level on average and,
where they are available, distributed over each treated 100 acres. This distnbution is needed to meet the needs of prey
species that utilize this habitat.
Eovm TYPE Minimum snags Minimum
(per 100 acres) Preferred Size
Ponderosa Pne 200 — T8 inchdbh <> 30 feettll
Mixed Conifer and Spruce: fir 300 18 inchdbh <-->30 feettall |
Aspen 200 ~ - 8 inchdbh <--> 15 feet tall _*
. Lodgepole and Aspen/Lodgepole 300 8 inch dbh _<--> 15 feet tall ]
(Guideline) When initiating vegetative management treatments, other than regeneration treatments, in forested cover types, ' .
leave the following minimum number of mature and old trees (live trees) in groups or stringers with interlocking crowns. If
mature and old trees are not available, retain the largest found on the site. In the spruce/fir cover type. in red squirrel
habitat, center the intact tree groups around known food cache locations. These groups of mature and old live trees will

produce snags, h and roost trees, and wk hunting perches.
OVER TYPE Minimum numbers Minimum number
of trees per group of groups per 10 acres

Ponderosa Pine 3 ) ) . 10
Spruce/fir 6 ) ) 20
Mixed conifer, Aspen and Lodgepole 10
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CATEGORY 3: Forest Structure (Continued)

G/O

g/s

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION

ID

‘D

ALTERNATIVES

___|A[B

C

D/

E

F

15-3

(STANDARD) When initiating regeneration treatments in ponderosa pine cover type, if the regeneration opening is greater
than one acre, identify and retain at least six mature and old trees (live reserve trees when available) in groups with
interlocking crowns per acre. If six mature and old trees are not available, then leave six of the largest trees available on
site.

(STANDARD) When initiating regeneration treatments in spruce-fir and mixed conifer cover types, if the regeneration
opening is greater than one half acre, identify and retain at least six mature and old trees (live reserve trees when available)
in groups with interlocking crowns per one half acre. If six mature and old trees are not available, then leave six of the
largest trees available on site. Tree cutting within these groups is prohibited.

X

X

" ‘ GOAL: Manage cover types within landscapes to retain down logs and woody d;brns and their distribution,

characteristic of healthy, functioning ecosystems. Thesc habitat components are important to the habitat needs of
oshawk ies.
leddule) When initiating vcgct:mvc management treatments, prcwnptlons should be designed to retain the following
minimum amount and size of down logs and woody debris. These habitat components should be present at the stand level
on average and, where they are available, distributed over each treated 10 acres. This distribution is needed to meet the
needs of prey species that utilize this habitat.
OVER TYPE Minimum Down Logs Minimum Log Size Minimum Coarse Woody
(per 10 acres) (Diameter <---> Length) Debris, >3 inch diameter
(Down logs take (Mid-point diameter; (Tons per 10 acres, inclusive
precedence over tons or if minimum size not of down logs)
of coarse woody debris  available, largest
available on the site)
Ponderosa Pine 30 12 inch <--> 8 feet 50
Mixed Conifer and Spruce/fir 50 12 mch <-->8 feet 100
Aspen ] 50 6 inch <> 8§ feet
Lodgepole and Aspen/Lodgepole 50 8 inch <--> 8 feet

(Guideline) To achieve the desired amount of woody debris and down logs following mechanical treatments, use the
following order of priority for treatments:

1. Use periodic prescribed fires to regenerate where needed and to develop desired stand conditions, recycle organic
mater, and decrease hazard fuels in all cover types except spn. e/fir

2. Lopping and scattering of logging debris is preferred if prescribed fire can not be used. Some scarification may
be necessary for regeneration.
Piling of debris should be limited. When necessary, hand or grapple piling should be used to minimize
compaction within piles and to minimize forest floor and herbaceous layer displacement and destruction.
Dozer use is not recommended for piling or scattering of logging debris. Improper dozer use can displace and
destroy the forest floor and herbaceous layer.

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA / i /-{é




CATEGORY 3: Forest Structure (Continued)
rco[es | ~ MANAGEMENT DIRECTION _ | ALTERNATIVES
o | A/B[C|D|E

GOAL: In land areas to be managed for mid-aged, mature, and old structural stages (VSS 4,5,6) within a landscape, TRE" r— - X
G-7 maintain or restore canopy closure to provide habitat for the goshawk and its prey. '

GOAL: Within forested groups in landscapes, where it is desired to maintain or promote the VSS 4, 5 and/or 6 X| X

G-8 structural classes, maintain or restore clumps of trees with interlocking crowns. Clumps of trees with interlocking

crowns provide canopy closures in habitat important to supporting goshawk and its prey.
(Guideline) - When intiating vegetative management treatments to maintain or promote clumps of trees dominated by
mid-aged, mature, and old structural stages (VSS 4,5,6) within a stand, treatments should be desigend to maintain or
restore >40% canopy closure in foraging areas and >50% canopy closure in post-fledgling and nest areas. If this canopy
closure is not within the historic range of variation (HRV), manage for canopy closures *hat are consistent with HRV.
(Guideline) -When intiating vegetative management treatments to maintain or promote clumps of trees dominated by
mid-aged, mature, and old structural stages (VSS 4,5,6) within a landscape, treatments should be desigend to maintain or
restore >60% canopy closure in foraging areas and >75% canopy closure in post-fledgling and nest areas. If this canopy
closure is not within the historic range of variation (HRV), manage for canopy closures that are consistent with HRV.
(Guideline) - chemlne treatments designed to maintain or promote a VSS 4, 5 and/or 6 group, the percent of the group
acreage covered by clumps of trees with interlocking crowns should typically range from 40-70% in post-flegling and
foraging areas, and 50-70% in nest areas. To manage outside this range, it should either be shown that the range is not
within PFC for the site and the biological evaluation process determines that managing outside the range will be
consistent with landscape needs of the goshawk and its prey. Use the best information available and deemed most reliable
to make determinations. Groups are made up of multiple clumps of trees. Groups should be of a size and distribution in
a landscape that is consistent with disturbance patterns defined in Regional or local proper functioning condition
assessments (PFC). Clumps typically have 2 to 9 trees in the VSS 4, 5 or 6 size class with interlocking crowns.
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CATEGORY 3: Forest Structure (Continued)
GO | o B — MANAGEMENT DIRECTION . ALTERNATIVES

D A B/C|/D/E[F]

(Guideline) -In vegetative treatments des'gned to maintain or promote a VSS 4, 5 or 6 group, treatments should be - -

g- 16 designed to retain clumps of trees with interlocking crowns in sufficient numbers and distribution to mamntain mimimum
canopy closures across the group, as indicated below.

|

| Minimum Canopy Closures acrossa VSS 4.5 or 6 Group _
Cover Nest Area Post-Fledgling Area Foraging Area
Type %CC % CC %CC
Ponderosa Pine
VSS 4 —> N/A 50% 40%
VSS 5/6 —> 50% 50% 40%
Mixed Conifer
VSS 4 —> N/A 60% 1/3 area —>60%, 2/3 area—->40%
VSS 5§ —> 60% 60% 50%
VSS 6> 60% 60% 60%
Spruce/fir
VSS 4 —> N/A 60% 1/3 area —>60%, 2/3 area —>40%
__VSS 5/6 —> 70% 70% 60%
Aspen
VSS 4 —> N/A 60% 60%
__VSS 5/6 —> 60% 60% 60%
Lodgepole Pine
VSS 4 —> N/A 50% 50%
__VSS 5/6 —> 50% 50% 50%

To manage an area outside these canopy closures, it should either be shown that the canopy closure is not within PFC for
the site or the biological evaluation process determines that managing at a different canopy closure will be consistent with
landscape habitat needs of the goshawk and its prey. Use locally developed information where available and deemed the

. |
|__most reliable. = 1
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CATEGORY 4: Goshawk Nest and Post-Fledgling Areas Only
- L L MANAGEMENT DIRECTION ) | ALTERNATIVES
D AB[CIDE | F

GOAL: Provide well distributed habitat for successful goshawk nesting and brood rearing (post-fledgling area) X| X X X/|- ‘
within and across landscapes (5th-6th order HUC or equivalent ecological scale). This will provide for habitat ‘
connectivity across the state and continuous recruitment of individuals into the population, both of which are
important to sustaining viable populations of goshawks.
(STANDARD) Use the latest Regionally accepted BlOlUglCal Prefield Research form (USFS chmn 4) to determine the
level of goshawk field survey(s) needed to complete the Biological Evaluation. Completion of this form is required to
document where surveys are not required. __
(STANDARD) Where goshawk field surveys are required, complete surveys for territory occupancy within suitable
habitat. Surveys will be completed during the nesting and/or post-fledgling period, and must be conducted at least one
year prior to implementation of management actions.
(STANDARD) Where goshawk field surveys are required, complclc suncys for lcmtory occupancy incy within suitable
habitat. Surveys will be completed during the nesting and/or post-fledgling period, and must be conducted at least two
consecutive years prior to implementation of management actions
(Guideline) Where goshawk field surveys are required and when project planmng pcnnus two consecutive years of
surveys for territory occupancy prior to implementation of management actions is preferred. o
(Guideline) If a historic nest is not associated with an active nest area, management direction for home range habitat
_should be applied.
(STANDARD) When an active nest area has been identified, identify 2 alternate nest areas and 3 rcplagcmem nest areas
The next two guidelines provide recommended direction for implementation of this standard.
(Guideline) Each nest area (active, alternate and replacement) should be approximately 30 acres (total of approximately
180 acres) in size when sufficient suitable habitat exists. If sufficient amounts of suitable habitat are not present, use
existing suitable habitat that is available.
(Guideline) Alternate nest areas should be identified in suitable habitat with similar \cgtlalnc structures as the active
nest areas. Replacement nest areas should be identified in habitat which will develop similar vegetative structures as the
active nest area at the time the active and alternate nest areas are projected to no longer provide adequate nesting habitat.
(STANDARD) Prohibit forest vegetative manipulation within active nest areas (approximately 30 acres; i.e. g-19) dunng
the active nesting period. The active nesting period will normally occur between March st and September 30th.
(Guideline) In active nest areas (approximately 30 acres; i.e. g-19), restrict Forest Service management activities and
human uses for which Forests issue permits during the active nesting period (does not include livestock permits) unless it
is determined that the disturbance is not likely to result in nest abandonment. If the disturbance is likely to result in
abandonment, a biological evaluation (BE) must be completed. To implement the action the BE must conclude that the
action is consistent with the intent of the Conservation Strategy and Agreement for Management of the Northem Goshawk
in Utah.
(STANDARD) In active nest areas (appmumatcly 30 acres; i.c. g 19), pmlubll Forest Service managcmcm activities and
human uses for which the Forest Service issues permits during the active nesting period (does not include livestock
grazing).
(Guideline) Forest vegetative manipulation within active, alternate and rcplaccmcnl nest areas should be de designed to
maintain or improve desired nest area habitat. Use the active nest area habitat charactenistics as an indicator of the desired |
nest area habitat, and as the best available information for nest area habitat for that cover type
(Guideline) Forest vegetative manipulation within alternate and replacement nest areas should be designed to promote the
mature and old structural stages.
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CATEGORY 4: Goshawk Nest and Post-Fledgling Areas Only (Continued)
[ [

(Guideline) Identify a Post-Fledgling Arca (PFA) which encompasses the active, alternate and replacement nest areas and |
additional habitat needed to raise fledglings. A PFA should be approximately 420 acres in size (exclusive of nest area

acres) when sufficient suitable habitat exists. If sufficient amounts of suitable habitat are not present, use existing suitable
habitat that is available. . i . e -
(Guideline) Forest vegetative manipulation within the PFAs should be designed to maintain or improve the same habitat
features as discussed for the goshawk home range (i.e., stand structure, snags, down logs, nest trees important in the life
histories of the goshawk and its prey species common to the geographic location), except:

a) Openings, as defined in glossary and Reynolds et al., created as a result of mechanical vegetative treatments (does
not include wildland fire) should not exceed the following by cover type:

Cover Type Maximum Created Opening Size

Ponderosa Pine and Mixed Conifer 2 acres

Spruce/fir 1 acre

Aspen and Lodgepole pine Follow current management direction

b) Management activities should be restricted during the active nesting period. The active nesting period will normally

occur between March 1st and September 30th.

¢) Where timber harvest is prescribed to achieve desired forest conditions, plan the transportation system to

minimize disturbance to the PFAs. For example, small, permanent skid trails should be used in lieu of roads to

minimize disturbance in goshawk PFAs. Variance may occur if it is determined that a combination of new permanent
___or temporary roads and permanent skid trails would result in less overall disturbance to PFA habitat. - o
(Guideline) Forest vegetative manipulation within the PFAs should be designed to maintain or improve the same habitat
features as discussed for the goshawk home range (i.e.. stand structure, snags, down logs, nest trees important in the life
histories of the goshawk and its prey species common to the geographic location), except:

a} Openings created as a result of mechanical vegetative treatments should not exceed the following by cover type:
Maximum Created Maximum Width
Cover Type Opening Size of an individual opening
Ponderosa Pine 2 acres 200 feet
Mixed Conifer 2 acres 150 feet
Spruce/fir | acre 125 feet

Aspen and Lodgepole pine  Follow current management direction Follow current management direction

b) Management activities should be restricted during the active nesting period. The active nesting period will
_normally occur between March Ist and September 30th.
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CATEGORY 5: Other Miscellaneous Areas of Concern
MANAGEMENT DIRECTION ‘ ALTERNA-

(Guideline) Wildlife and livestock utilization of grasses and forbs should average 20% by weight, and not exceed 40% by
weight, in any forested group within a pasture or allotment. Shrub utilization should average 40% by weight,and not
exceed 60%, in any forested group within a pasture or allotment. This level of utilization should maintain adequate seed,
mast, and foliage needed to support goshawk prey species. Variance from these utilization ranges may occur when it can
be shown that utilization levels in combination with grazing system being applied, season of use, and the health trend of
the vegetative community, will restore or maintain the desired production of seed, mast and foliage identified through the
landscape assessment. This guideline does not apply to non-forest patches.

(Guideline) Through the landscape assessment process identify plant communities important to goshawk prey species
that contain seed, mast, and foliage components that are important to these prey species.

(Guideline) Wherz it is determined through the landscape assessment process that ungulate grazingis contributing to an
identified functioning-at-risk condition relative to habitat needed to su, ,.ort goshawk and its prey, modify grazing
practices to maintain or restore the desired seed, mast, and foliage production defined in the landscape assessment process
Review success of modifications annually. If modifications are not providing for the desired progression toward
production objectives defined in the landscape assessment, modify practices through the next annual operating plan. This
guideline does not apply to non-forest patches. i ) . - B
(Guideline) Do not mechanically treat lands classified as unsuitable timber lands for the sole purpose of promoting
goshawk habitat. Treatments of these lands is allowed when the treatment is in a manner compatible with the reason for
the classification and will maintain and protect wildlife values such as forested stringers, fringe habitat and ecotones. In
these cases appropnate wildland fire use is the preferred treatment method.

(Guideline) Manage road densities needed to meet resource objectives while minimizing disturbance to goshawk
territories. Unacceptable disturbance occurs when road densities may likely result in territory abandonment.
(Guideline) Where timber harvest is prescribed to achieve desired habitat conditions, small, permanent skid trails should
be used in lieu of roads to minimize disturbance in goshawk territories. Vanance may occur if it is determined that a
combination of new permanent or temporary roads and permanent skid trails would result in less overall disturbance to
habitat.
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CATEGORY 5: Other Miscellaneous Areas of Concern (Continued)

|g-33 |

(Guideline) To help determine opportunities for habitat maintenance or enhancement for goshawk and its prey, conduct
landscape analyses at the 5th to 6th order HUC or equivalent ecological scale (10’s to 100’s of thousands of acres). These
assessments provide information concerning resource conditions, risks, and opportunities in a systematic way, thereby
enhancing the agency's ability to estimate direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of management actions that may affect
habtiat for the goshawk and its prey. With this information in hand, managers have a better opportunity to balance the
needs of resources and humans and are less likely to negatively impact far-ranging species such as the northern goshawk or
other species of concern.  Essentially, actions are proposed within the context provided by the landscape assessment. As a
minimum, landscape assessments should describe current status of resources, risks and opportunities (as discussed below)
using the best information available locally at the time of the assessment.

Status 1s the condition of the resources relative to the historical condition. The historical condition should be depicted
through the identification of the historic range of variation (HRV) for the resource attribute of interest (i.e., forest
structure, composition, canopy closure), as defined in Regional or local properly functioning condition (PFC)
assessments.

Risk should include both short- and long-term risks of adversely affecting the current condition of these resources (i.e
insect, disease, wildfire, human related development).

Opportunities are situations where either improvements in resource condition or a reduction in risk can be achieved in a
landscape through some form of subsequent management decisions. These decisions will be made either through
site-specific project decisions or future adjustments in land use plans, both of which include additional analysis and
public involvement

Landscape assessments are not necessary where the Forest or project interdisciplinary team determine that the intent of the
assessment has been met through other analytical processes. Meeting the intent means that sufficient information exists
concerning resource conditions and risks to understand the effects (direct, indirect, and cumulative) of a proposed
site-specific project on goshawk habitat relative to the broader landscape context.

CATEGORY 6: Treatment Prioritization

D

.

ID

S

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION

ALTERNATIVES

G-10 |

0O-1

+

_Agreement for Management of the Northern Goshawk in Utah.

GOAL: Restore or maintain forested landscapes in a properly functioning condition (PFC). Functioning forested
| landscapes provide habitat for the northern goshawk and its prey to support a viable population of goshawks in Utah.

Objective: For the remainder of the current planning pcnod. prioritize treatment on at least 1000 acres where goshawk

habitat areas are rated as high or optimum quality (per the process in Graham et al. 1999), and that are functioning-at-nsk.

Implement treatments that will provide reasonable assurance that areas will not drop to low to moderate value
(STANDARD) - When non-vegetative management activities es (for cxamplc land cxghangcs recreation facility dc»clnpm:. nt,
ski resort construction, utility corndors, etc.) are proposed that would result in loss of suitable goshawk habitat, sufficient
mitigation measures will be employed to insure an offset of the loss. The biological evaluation (BE) process will be used to

document findings, recommend mitigation measures, and evaluate consistency with the intent of the Conservation Strategy and
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CATEGORY 6: Treatment Prioritization

j - o MANAGEMENT DIRECTION

ID ID

ALTERNATIVES

g-34

(Guideline) To provide the greatest reduction in risk to loss of habitat needed to support goshawk populations across Utah,

| treat those acres rated as high or optimum value to goshawks and its prey that are at risk to dropping into the low or moderate

value. Variance in this prioritization may occur when management objectives for goshawk habitat in concert with other

resource needs, necessitate. [n these cases, changes to the quality of goshawk habitat across a landscape should not impact

meeting landscape habitat objectives for goshawk habitat quality, quantity and connectivity identified in the landscape
assessment.

A BlC|D

|

E|F
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Detailed Description of Alternative Monitoring Requirements




APPENDIX B - MONITORING

This appendix contains the detailed monitoring requirements for each alternative. The requirements are provided in table format. The first left
hand column provides a identification code (ID) for each requirement; m-# of the requirement. These 1D’s have been used in different parts of the
Environmental Assessment to help facilitate discussions. The last column in the table states which alternative contains the specific requirement.

In the table, specific monitoring questions are identified and directly linked to alternative goals, objectives, standards, and/or guidelines. Each
monitoring question has a monitoring item to answer the question. However, every goal, objective, standard, and guideline cannot be monitored.
Relevancy to issues, compliance with legal and agency policy, scientific credibility, administrative feasibility, long- and short-term budget consider-
ations, and impact on work force all influence monitoring priorities.

For each monitoring question, a monitoring task sheet has been completed and is included immediately following the table. These task sheets are
used to develop the details, priorities, and budgeting for answering the monitoring questions. Changes to task sheets will not require a Forest Plan
amendment unless the goals, objectives, or standards and guidelines being monitored change.

OVERVIEW

Monitoring and evaluation are the heart of adaptive management and are the quality control mechanisms for the Forest Plan. No single monitoring
item or parameter automatically triggers a change in Forest Plan direction. An interdisciplinary, holistic approach is used to evaluate information
and decide what changes are needed. Monitoring included in this amendment is intended to determine whether-

Projects are implemented in compliance with plan direction, project design, and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) decision.
Forest and management area standards and guidelines are followed.

Standards and guidelines in the amendment are effective.

The forest is moving toward achievement of planned goals and objectives.

The forest is moving toward the desired habitat conditions.

There are threc types of monitoring conducted on National Forests in Utah: implementation, effectiveness and validation monitoring.
Implementation Monitoring: Implementation monitoring answers the question, **Did we do what we said we would do?"" It is the most basic

level of monitoring. This monitoring determines whether or not projects and activities are designed and conducted in compliance with plan direc-
tion, project design, and the NEPA decision.

Effectiveness Monitoring: Effectiveness monitoring answers the questions, **By doing what we said we would do, are standards and guidelines
effective, are we effectively accomplishing our goals and objectives, and are we moving toward our desired future condition? Are mitigation mea-
sures effective in maintaining habitat for the goshawk and its prey and are goshawk territories remaining occupied?™”

P
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Validation Monitoring: Validation monitoring answers the questions, **Are Forest Plan data, assumptions, coefficients, standards, and guidelines
used in development of direction still valid? Relative to the goshawk, is there a better way to meet goals and objectives for sustaining habitat for

goshawk and its prey?’’ Validation monitoring assesses the continuing validity ot the Forest Plan direction, such as provided in this amendment
effort, in light of rew information, research, changing policy, emerging issues, and resource conditions.

Monitoring re uirements under alternatives considered in detail include implementation and effectiveness monitoring, only. Validation monitoring
items have not been directly proposed under any of the alternatives considered due to the short-term of the amendment period (projected to be 4
years or less). However, monitoring data collected will be compiled through the amendment period and added to the interagency database
maintained by the State of Utah. This interagency database is designed to track long-term implications of management and validate assumptions
made in development of the Conservation Strategy for Northern Goshawks in Utah, and interagency agreement (Project Record, Exhibit A,
subsection b).

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

| T ,
[ 1D [Goals'Standards| Question Item to Measure Acceptable Measurment | Report Amend-
& & Range ‘ Frequency Frequency ment
Obj. | Guide- : Allcml—H
lines tive
‘ applied

all under | Are known goshawk territories on Goshawk temritory Less than 20% decline in | Every
the national forests remaining occupied? | occupancy at the forest | temitory occupancy over a 3 year ‘ 3 years B.C.D.E. -
G-9 |alternative level peniod. F
] goal \
l
| | L
|
. I - } |

s-9 (alt. | Are mitigation measures (standards Goshawk teritory No temmitory abandonment on The first full breeding
b.c,d,f) |and guidelines) employed duning | occupancy following projects where mitigation period following | annually
G-9 | vegetative management project vegetative management | measures are used. activity in all projects
5-10 (alt. E 1mp_|cmcnlahon sufficient to prevent | treatments. where pre-project
ane | only) territory abandonment? , surveys determined
| territory occupancy.
G-10 |

_— S S p— e =

| G-21 (alt
bl.clde A
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Goals Sta Item to Measure Acceptable ' Measurment | Report Amend-
& & Range Frequency | Frequency ment
Obj. | Guide- Alterna-

| lines ‘ ‘ ‘ tive
| | ‘ applied
Alt B [A" B.C.D.F4 [s habitat connectivity, as represented | Spatial dispersion and | Alt B.C.D and F- approximately
& E-| 87 |by structural and species diversity patch size of mature 40% of the coniferous and/or Completion of each B.C.D.E.-
G-3 { and dispersion thereof, within and and old forest groups 30% of the aspen forested acres | Jandscape assessment F
Alt. E- | among Sth to 6th order watersheds (or | within a 5th to 6th within a landscape are in VSS § |
anc| o2 | equivalent ecological scale) being order watershed. and 6 classes.

& D- | ; maintained? Tree species Alt E- No reduction from
G4 | | composition mix within | mechanical or planned fire
j mature and old groups | activities.

‘ within a landscape.

'lél-lfo‘ charactenistic of the cover type
. . are well represented in VSS §
| | and 6 classes. |

All Alts- seral species

Al B-E| {Is snag habitat (i.e.. number and size | Snag densities and 75% or more of the blocks | 10% or more of the
G-5 g-9 |ofsnags) being maintained in desired | sizes within a 100 acre | measured meet guideline | acres treated within a
| spatial arrang ement? block treated by requirements | project area, within 2
mechanical or wildland vears following
fire use ‘ completion of the
| vegetalive treatment. |

AltF 1

|G-10] | _ S SO ] ,

|An B-E | Are down woody matenal and logs Down log and woody | 75% or more of the blocks 5% or more of the

G-6 : being maintained in sufficient debns amounts and measured meet guideline acres treated within a | Ey ery §

AlF| amounts, sizes and spatial locations? | sizes within a 10 acre | requirements project area, within 2 years
G-10 | | block treated by . years following ’

| | mechanical or wildland | completion of the

| fire use. | vegetative treatment.

\
|
| Are grazing unlization standards Utilization % by dry At least 75% of allotments Annual utilization
| being met? | weight, or stubble measured meet guidelines. | measurement on at
| height equivalent, of | least 2 allotments
‘ grasses, forbs, and
shrubs.
ubs. — ; = S

{An: appropnate adjustments made to | Ungulate grazing Grass, forb, and shrub producuum‘ Grazing practices
8

grazing practices in identified | practices (i.e.- objectives are within the range | reviewed annually on | Every
| "at-nsk™ locations where grazing is uthization, season of identifed in landscape at least 2 allotments i
| contributing to the “at-rsk” use, grazing system) in | assessments where "at-risk”
condition? identified "at-nsk"” | conditions have been
| locations. | identified. T

=2
9

g
g-29 5 years
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Task Sheet for Monitoring Requirement "m-1"

Goal/DFC:

ARBE 9 Provide well distributed habitat for successful goshawk
0

nesting and brood rearing within and across lands: S.
Restore or maintain forested landscapes in a prc perly
functioning condition (PFC).

AltF 1

Objective:

Standard:

Monitoring purpose:  Track trends in goshawk territory 0ccupancy across the staie,
Question(s): ~ Are known goshawk territories on the NFS lands remaining occupied?

Monitoring item: ~ Territory Occupancy- a territory is occupied if evid: of use is
present; nesting does not need to be documented.
Range of acceptable results:  Less than 20% decline in territory occupancy over a 3 year
period on a National Forest.

Reliability: __moderate Precision: high

Collection of Information
Who collects:  Forest or District Biologist; or Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (partners)
(district, research, co-op, etc.)
Method of collection: ~ Most current Regional Protocol for field and data collection.
(specific)
Time and frequency of collection:  Annual. 50% of known territories or all if less than 20
Source of data (field, research, data base, etc.): field
Cost of collections: ~ $300/nest

Analysis/Evaluation of Findings
Who conducts: ~ Forest Biologist and UDWR
Method of analysis: ~ Statistical analysis by UDWR of trends in occupancy across Utah.

Forest tabulation of findings annually.
Results:

Within range of acceptable results: Y
Monitoring purpose achieved: Y N
Further monitoring required: Y N
Recommended actions: Y N
Recommended actions implemented: ~ (Date)
Cost of A/E:
Total cost of monitoring: ~ $300/nest _  plus $300 for analysis

N

Report of Findings
Information to be reported: ~ Trend in occupancy by forest and all forests in Utah

Frequency of report:  every 3 years e '7

Method of reporting: ~ Written summary of results for Forest Monitoring Report, forest and
statedatabase. =

Target audience for report:  Agency biologists and leadership teams

/68

Task Sheet for Monitoring Requirement "m-2"

Goal/DFC:
AltB-E 9 Provide well distributed habitat for successful goshawk
- nesting and brood rearing within and across landscapes.
AltF Restore or maintain forested landscapes in a properly
functioning condition (PFC).

Objective: _
Standard: s-9 (alt b,c,d.f) Prohibi ict forest vegetative manipulation within
s-10(alt E) active nest areas during the active nesting period.

Guideline Restrict management activities within PFA during active

AltB.C.D,F z nesting period.

Monitoring purpose:  To determine if guidelines are being implemented and are effective.
Question(s): Are mitigation measures employed during vegetative management projects
sufficient to prevent territory abandonment?
Monitoring item:  Territory Occupancy surveys of active territories, after activity.

Range of acceptable results:  No territory abandonment. -

Reliability: moderate  Precision: High

Collection of Information
Who collects:  District or Forest Biologist or Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (partners)
(district, research, co-op, etc.)
Method of collection: ~ Most current regional protocol for territory surveys for field survey
(specific) and data collecion. All active territories where treatments occur.
Time and frequency of collection:  First full season after treatment
Source of data (field, research, data base, etc.): Field
Cost of collections: ~ $300/nest

Analysis/Evaluation of Findings
Who conducts: ~ Forest Biologist
Method of analysis: ~ Presence or absence

Results:
Within range of acceptable results: Y N
Monitoring purpose achieved: Y N
Further monitoring required: Y N
Recommended actions: Y N
Recommended actions implemented:  (Date)
Cost of A/E: N/A
Total cost of monitoring: $300/nest

Report of Findings
Information to be reported: =~ Were measures sufficient to maintain occupancy of territory.
Frequency of report: ~ Annual S . - —
Method of reporting: ~ Written summary and nest database _
Target audience for report: ~ Forest and Distict leadership teams
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Task Sheet for Monitoring Requirement "m-3"

Goal/DFC: - Management of forest vegetation to promote adequate

AltF Restore or maintain forested landscapes in a properly
functioning condition (PFC).

Objective:

Standard:

Guideline: When initiating vegetative treatments in forested cover

types, leave the following minimum number and size of
snags.

Monitoring purpose:
Question(s): s snag habitat (number and size of snags) being maintained_
in desired spatial arrangement?

Monitoring item: ~ Number and size of snags per 100 acres within vegetation treatment
areas.

Range of acceptable results: At least 75% of the measured blocks meet objectives.

Reliability: High  Precision: High

Collection of Information
Who collects:  Stand Examination Crew or Biological rechnician

(district, research, co-op, etc.)

Method of collection: ~ Field plots, preferrably collected during otherwise scheduled post-

(specific) treatment examinations.
Time and frequency of collection: ~ Once, within 2 years of completion of veg. treatment.
10% of project acres.

Source of data (field, research, data base, etc.): ~ Field Data
Cost of collections:  $100-500 per 100 acres

Analysis/Evaluation of Findings
Who conducts:  Silviculturist and Biologist (Forest or District level)

Method of analysis:  Comparison of measured data to desired conditions.

Results:
Within range of acceptable results: Y N
Monitoring purpose achieved: Y N
Further monitoring required: Y N
Recommended actions: Y N
Recommended actions implemented: ~ (Date)
Cost of A/E: $250
Total cost of monitoring: $250 + $100-500 per 100 acres.

Report of Findings
Information to be reported: ~ Degree of successful attainment of objective.

Frequency of report:  Every 5 years _ B
Method of reporting: ~ 5-year Monitoring Report for Forest _
Target audience for report: ~ General & Regional Office

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Appendix B

Task Sheet for Monitoring Requirement "m-4"

Goal/DFC: Management of forest vegetation to promote adequate
AltF Restore or maintain forested landscapes in a properly
functioning condition (PFC).

Objective:
Standard:
Guidelines 11 When initiating vegetative management treatments,
iptions should be gned to leave the following
mlnlmum number of down logs and woody debris.

Monitoring purpose:
Question(s): Are down woody debris and logs being maintained in sufficient amounts,
sizes and spatial location? _

Monitoring item: ~ Numbers and size of down logs, tons of down woody debris. _

Range of acceptable results: At least 75% of the measured blocks meet objectives.

Reliability: __High Precision: High

Collection of Information
Who collects:  Stand Examination Crew or Biological Technician
(district, research, co-op, etc.)
Method of collection: ~ Field plots, p y during otherwise scheduled post- _
(specific) treatment examinations.
Time and frequency of collection: ~ Once, within 2 years of completion of veg. treatment.
5% of project acres.
Source of data (field, research, data base, etc.):  Field Data
Cost of collections: $5-10per10acres

Analysis/Evaluation of Findings

Who conducts:  Silviculturist and Biologist (District or Forest level)
Method of analysis: Comparison of measured data to desired conditions.

Results:
Within range of acceptable results: Y
Monitoring purpose achieved: Y N
Further monitoring required: Y N
Recommended actions: Y N
Recommended actions implemented: ~ (Date)
Costof A/E:  $250
Total cost of monitoring: ~ $250 + $5-10 per 10 acres.

N

Report of Findings
Information to be reported: ~ Degree of successtul attainment of objective.

Frequency of report: Every 5 years

Method of reporting: ~ 5-year Monitoring Report for Forest
Target audience for report: ~ General & Regional Office
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Task Sheet for Monitoring Requirement "m-5"

Goal/DFC: u - L
Alt B-E . Maintain or restore native characteristics of ecosystem compo-
) sition important to sustaining habitat for goshawk and its prey
Alt B.E E Maintain or restore the mix of forest structural stages needd to
sustain the desired mature and old forest stages in a landscape.

AltC.D Maintain or restore the mix of forest structural stages needd to
sustain the desired mature and old forest stages in . 'andscape
.. in patterns that are within PFC,

AltF 10 Restore or maintain forested landscapes in a properly function-
' ing condition (PFC).
Treatments in VSS 5/6 prohibited.

provide for a full range of seral species..

Standard: Alt E
Guideline: Al B.CD.EF

\It BC.DF

w9

4

...treatments in mature‘old VSS in landscapes that are at or
below desired amount should be designed to maintain or en-
hance these VSS.. -
Monitonng purpose:
Question(s): s habitat connectivity, as represented by structural and species diversity and dis-
persion thereof, within 5th and 6th order watersheds (or equivalent ecological
scale) being maintained? i
Monitoring item: Percent of comiferous forest and aspen forest in mature and old stages. distnbu-
tion of mature and old, and representation of early seral species
Range of acceptable results: At least 40 of the comferous and 'or 30% of the aspen
forested acres within a landscape are mature and old classes. Mature and old structures are distnib-
uted across the landscape in patterns that are representauve of HRV 1as defined by PFC alt. C.D
and F). In Altemative E. no reduction in mature and old forests. Seral species charactenstic of the
landscape are well represented. e o
Reliability: Moderate Precision:  Moderate
Collection of Information
Who collects: Interdisciplinary Team (district, research, co-op efc.) o
Method of collection:  GIS, aenal photography, forest inventory data, surveys
T'ime and frequency of collection: ~ Whenever landscape assessments are implemented
Source of data (field. research, data base, etc.):  Data base, local knowledge
Cost of collections:  Highly variable depending on current data base and size of land-
scape, costs would be part of the landscape assessment process

Analysis/Evaluation of Findings

Who conducts:  Interdisciplinary Team : S—
Method of analysis:  Comparison of data to desired conditions.
Results:

Within range of acceptable results: Y N

Monitoring purpose achieved: Y N

Further monitoring required: Y N

Recommended actions: Y N
Recommended actions implemented:  (Date)
Cost of A/E: Highly vanable depending on current data base and size of landscape. costs would

be part of the Landscape assessment process.
Total cost of monitoring: Highly vanable depending on current data base and size of land-
scape, costs would be part of the Landscape assessment process

Report of Findings
Information to be reported:  Degree of successful attainment of objective

Frequency of report:  Every 5 years S -
Method of reporting:  Landscape Assessment Document

Target audience for report: ~ Forest & Regional Office
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Task Sheet for Monitoring Requirement "m-6"

Goal/DFC: Mainiain or restore native characteristics of ecosystem compo-

Alt D, only B sition important to sustaining habitat for th northen goshawk
and its prey

Objective:
Standard: -
Guideline Alt D, only Wildlife and livesiock utilization of grasses and forbs should
. - average 20% by weight, and not exceed 40% by weight, in
any forested group within a pasture or allotment. For shrubs
it should average 40% and not exceed 60% by weight

Monitoring purpose: - o B
Question(s):  Are grazing utilization standards being met?

Monitoring item:  Percent utilization as measured by dry weight or stubble height_
equivalent

Range of acceptable results: At least 75% of allotments measruvgdir;\eel guideline.

R;'hahihty. __High Precision: High

Collection of Information
Who collects:  Rangeland Specialist
(district, research, co-op, etc.)
Method of collection: ~ Field inspection.

(specific)
Time and frequency of collection: ~ Annually on at least 2 allotments per forest.
Source of data (field, research, data base, etc.):  Field data
Cost of collections: ~ $3500 per allotment measured; $7,000 per forest.

Analysis/Evaluation of Findings
Who conducts:  Rangeland Specialist
Method of analysis: Comparison of data to desired conditions.

Results:

Within range of acceptable results: Y N

Monitoring purpose achieved: Y N

Further monitoring required: Y N

Recommended actions: Y N
Recommended actions implemented:  (Date)
Cost of A/E: $50 per allotment measured; $100/forest
Total cost of monitoring: $3550 per allotment measured; $7100 per na-

tional forests. B
Report of Findings

Information to be reported:  Degree of successful attainment of objective.
Frequency of report:  EveryS5years
Method of reporting: ~ Allotment inspection forms / records.
Target audience for report:  Forest & Regional Office
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Task Sheet for Monitoring Requirement "m-7"

Goal/DFC: _10 Restore or maintain forested landscapes in a properly function-
ing condition (PFC)

AltF only
Objective:

Standard:

Guideline AltF, onl y 2 Management of grass, forb and shrub vegetation within
&  forested cover types to promote adequate production of
29  forage, mast and sead for goshawk prey species.

Monitoring purpose:
Question(s):  Are appropriate adjustments made to grazing practices in identified "at-risk*

locations where grazing is contributing to the "at-risk” condition?
Monitoring item:  Ungulate grazing practices in identified at-risk locations.

Range of acceptable results:  Results are within acceptable bounds as identified in the
landscape assessment. S ——
Reliability: Moderate  Precision: Moderate

Collection of Information

Who collects:  Rangeland Specialist

(district, research, co-op, etc.)

Method of collection: ~ Field inspection; ocular to actual measurement depending on factor

addressed.

Time and frequency of collection: ~ Annually in allotments where "at-risk* conditions have
beei identified; however, no more than 2 per forest
required per year.

Source of data (field, research, data base, etc.):  Field data

Cost of collections: ~ $250 to $3500 per allotment depending on element being measured.

Analysis/Evaluation of Findings
Who conducts:  Rangeland Specialist
Method of analysis: Comparison of data to desired conditions.

Results:
Within range of acceptable results: Y N
Monitoring purpose achieved: Y N
Further monitoring required: Y N
Recommended actions: Y N
Recommended actions implemented: ~ (Date)
Cost of A/E: $50 per allotment measured.

Total cost of monitoring: $150 to $3550 per allotment depending on
element being measured; $300 to $7100 per
national forest.

Report of Findings

Information to be reported:  Degree of successful attainment of objective

Frequency of report: EverySyears

Method of reporting: ~ Allotment inspection forms / records

Target audience for report: ~ Forest & Regional Office
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APPENDIX C

Exemption Maps, by Forest
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APPENDIX D

Discussion of HRV versus PFC
and
Canopy Closure relationships
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APPENDIX D

Understanding HRV and PFC - The terms "historic (or historical) range of variation” (HRV) and
"Proper (or properly) Functioning Condition" (PFC) are defined in the Glossary (Chapter 7) and ad-
ditional clarification is found in many of the references, and specifically in the Committee of Scientists
Report (USDA, 1999), the Region 4 Properly Functioning Condition Process Report (USDA Forest Ser-
vice, 1998), Morgan et al. (1994), and Steele (1994).

Ecosystems vary in time and space with respect to composition, structure, processes, and patterns. This
may be termed the natural range of variation (NRV). The HRV (historic range of variation) provides
managers with an estimate of NRV and refers to ecosystem composition, structure, processes, and pat-
terns for a specified time and a specified area. It is useful because it helps in understanding the dynamic
nature of ecosystems, the current conditions in relationship to the past, and the possible ranges of condi-
tions that are feasible to maintain (sometimes termed the "limits of acceptable change").

The potential for survival of native species may be reduced if their environment is pushed outside NRV.
The assumption is that native species adapted to and (in part) evolved with the conditions and climatic
patterns of the preceding several thousand years. These conditions led to patterns of landscape and eco-
system variation that were apparently self-sustaining. Successive generations of the same biota under
more or less the same conditions give the best indication of sustainability. Managing ecosystems to be
within HRV helps to insure that ecosystem elements and processes would not be lost or seriously
compromised.

For this assessment, the time period from about 100 to 700 years before present is used for reference
conditions, as it is probable that the full range of natural variation would have been spatially and
temporally present within local ecosystems during this period. Conditions during this period are more
readily determined than those of earlier times, and many biotic and abiotic components are more or less
continuous to the present (e.g., most landforms, drainage patterns, and succession cycles of major forest

types).

Ecosystems are in a properly functioning condition when, at any temporal or spatial scale, they are
dynamic and resilient to perturbations to structure, composition, and processes of their biological or phy-
sical components. PFC is based on concepts initially developed and described for riparian ecosystems in
Barrett et al. (1993), and further developed in the Region 4 Properly Functioning Condition Process
Report (USDA Forest Service 1998), where the concept was applied to larger scales and upland eco-
systems. PFC seeks to insure that all ecosystem structures and elements are provided for somewhere
within each landscape (spatial), at all times (temporal), and are in a balanced mix (e.g. **boom and bust"*
cycles are reduced). This helps to insure sustainability of ecosystem process, structure, and composition
within each landscape by seeking to insure that all ecosystem elements are present and functioning.

While HRV and PFC share many similarities, they do differ. PFC adds the elements of stability and
balance, which are social desires. It is most applicable when applied at a large scale. PFC assumes that
site conditions remain within HRV, while conditions at larger scales should contain a range of site
conditions. Under PFC, the range of conditions should be more or less balanced with respect to struc-
ture, composition, age, and seral stage (this "balance” may not have been present at any one time under
HRV). Because of this, management for PFC is generally more conservative than management for
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HRV. While systems are within HRV if they do not exceed the historical range of conditions, they may
still be outside of PFC if a balanced range of conditions is absent.

For the purposes of this analysis of effects, stand or project level HRV and PFC are assessed to
determine if recommended treatments (standards and guidelines) fall within the parameters of these
concepts. This is deemed appropriate, as treatment practices would be applied at the stand or project
level, not at the landscape level. Landscape assessments would need to be used to coordinate project
treatments to insure landscape level HRV and PFC parameters are not exceeded.

Canopy Closure and Stand Density Index - Canopy closure (or canopy cover) is an attribute con-
sidered important in mature and old forest ecosystems to various wildlife species. For the northern
goshawk and its prey, it is desirable to manage mature and old forest structures generally in a
groupy/clumpy pattern with large trees with interlocking crowns to provide shelter and provide for
movement from tree to tree for small animals. Groups are generally 2-4 acres in size (other than
lodgepole and aspen, which have larger patch patterns) and are comprised of clumps of trees with 2-9
trees with interlocking crowns in each clump. There is typically open space between groups and
clumps, enabling goshawks to perch and hunt in a fine-scale mosaic of grouped/clumped trees and more
open areas. Reynolds et al. (1992) recommended various minimum canopy closures for various VSS
classes and species. Canopy closure values apply to the group, not the larger landscape. The intent with
providing canopy closure recommendations was to obtain the necessary structure of mature and old trees
with interlocking crowns (Richard Reynolds and Russ Graham 1999).

There are potential problems with using canopy closure as a management guideline. One is that there is
no single consistent method to measure canopy closure. Methods vary from simple ocular estimates to
measurements using a spherical crown densiometer to vertical canopy projections. Each method has its
advantages. Ocular estimates are easily obtained but are the least consistent. Spherical densiometer
readings give the most consistent readings, however, may be biased (Cook et al. 1995 and Nuttle 1997).
The vertical canopy projection method may be most accurate when properly applied, but it is more time
consuming to apply in the ficld and may not yield consistent estimates from one observer to the next.
The vertical canopy projection method can be estimated using computer generated stand simulation
through the Forest Vegetation Simulator (FVS) model (Crookston and Stage 1999). Reynolds et al.
(1992) used the vertical canopy projection method, thus to be consistent with previous research per-
taining to the goshawx, this analysis will also use vertical canopy projection.

A more difficult problem with assessing effects of using canopy closure guidelines is that the relation-
ships between canopy closure and the more traditional stand density measurement tools of basal area and
stand density index (SDI) are r ~t well developed. These stand density measurement tools have long
been used to assess growing conditions within stands. They provide scientifically sound tools to quan-
tify competition, growth and yield, and susceptibility to insects. The ability to quantify these factors is
essential to predict what the effects of management actions may be. Without a scientifically established
relationship between canopy closure and these traditional measurement tools, managers would have to
select from the best available relationship to apply the guideline, at least until such time as a scientifi-
cally accepted relationship has been developed.

A number of researchers and practitioners have developed relationship equations for specific forest
cover types in specific areas using canopy closure and SDI. Most available work is specific to
ponderosa pine in Region 3 (Arizona and New Mexico). Some of these relationships were developed
using the FVS modeling, some with field data, and some with a combination. Only onc research paper
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As an estimate of canopy closure, the FVS model can be used in conjunction wj

FVS will compute all the standard measures of density as well as caﬁ'opy closurlg.l Il(t):a c:;l::’na:ieoxnam data

program, the Sta_nd Visualization Simulator (SVS), will present visual images of the modeled stands.

The programs will do this for current conditions as well as future conditions, with or without )

SDI provides the best scientific basis for assessing competition and stress within stands, and it can be management practices applied.

directly converted to basal area for any specified average stand diameter. It can be used to assess stand

growth and yield, competition, and susceptibility to insects. It is thus the preferred management tool. The images below are vertical canopy projections from the Stand Visualization Simulator. The data is fr

All forests are currently required by Regional policy to use SDI in the development of silvicultural tbe Forest Vegetation Simulator. The three lines superimposed on the images represent p(.)tentia] transecto "

prescriptions for managing forest vegetation. lines. Cover is represented where these lines intersect a tree crown. Note the clumpy nature of trees within
the groups (groups are represented by the 1-acre images). )

was found that dealt with multiple species and used direct field measurements to correlate canopy clo-
sure and SDI (Smith and Long, unpublished). Managers would need to make the decision which science
is most locally applicable, taking into account the statistical fit of the regression and other factors.

Long (1985) developed a "practical approach to density management" using percent of maximum stand
density index (SD1%max). This is a very useful concept to help understand stand growth and competi-
tion dynamics. SDI%max expresses the competition that occurs between trees within developing stands
independent of other influences (such as drought, disease, insects, pollution, etc.). In his paper, Long
developed SDI%max relationships to express competition within stands as follows:

25% SDI%max = full site occupancy by the forested component;

35% = onset of competitive interaction between trees;

60% = onset of self-thinning due to intra-tree competition (lower bound of the zone of imminent
competition-induced mortality); and

80% SDI%max = average maximum density of self-thinning stands.

Once stands reach 80% SDI%max, competition for resources is extreme and has been high for an ex-
tended period. It is likely that trees growing under these conditions wouid not have the ability to
respond to additional resources (sunlight, moisture, and nutrients) should disturbance events or
management reduce stand density through removal of adjacent trees or vegetation.

The Region 4 Properly Functioning Condition Process report (USDA Forest Service 1998) did not
directly address canopy closure; it did discuss SDI. The PFC report applied concepts developed by
Long (above) and literature on insect and disease risks and recommended maintaining stands below 50%
SDI% max to maintain proper stand function and reduce overall risk of catastrophic disturbance events.
For climax ponderosa pine sites, the Report recommend maintaining stands below 35% SDI%max.
Climax ponderosa pine sites are treated differently because on these sites root competition is strong be-
fore crown competition occurs because of moisture limitations. Climax ponderosa pine sites in much of
Utah could be easily thought of as *‘ponderosa pine woodlands’" rather than "ponderosa pine forests.”

The recommended tield methodology for measuring vertical canopy cover projection is: Using a line
transect with points, canopy closure is measured by the group (which is made up of clumps). Transect
lines should be run through the group and canopy readings should be taken at measured distances along
each transect line. If the transect point is under the canopy of a tree or clump (under the drip-line), that
reading counts as cover. If 10 readings are taken along a transect and 6 are below the canopy, the group
would have 60% canopy closure. At least 3-4 transects should be run for each group to be measured and
these transects averaged for the group. Transects may be run at various angles from a plot center or
parallel to each other. They should start within the group. Readings along transects should be at pre-
determined distances.
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The image to the right is a vertical projection of
one acre of an 80-year old lodgepole pine stand
containing 380 trees per acre, a basal area of
100 square feet per acre, a stand density index
of 218 (31% of maximum), an average stand
diameter of 6.4 inches, and a canopy cover
value of 66%.

The image to the left is a vertical projection of a one
acre group of Engelmann spruce. The group is 170
years old and contains 199 trees per acre, a basal area
of 162 square feet per acre, a stand density index of
274 (41% of maximum), an average stand diameter of
12.2 inches, and a canopy cover value of 71%.
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TABLE 1
PERCENT OF UNDERSTORY CANOPY COVER

Average Percent Understory Canopy
Cover Of:

Total
Forested Shrub | Forb | Grass Bare Number | Most Common Understory Woody

Cover Type Cover Cover | Cover | Ground of Species
Different

APPENDIX E Sescie
(8% cover)
Aspen 3 L 223 Mountain snowberry
Ponderosa 3 82 Greenleaf manzanita
Tables Reference in Chapter 3 ‘ fﬁ( Fir % Mountain snowberry
[ Douglas-fir 3 7 165 Mountai berry
| Englemann/ Grouse whortleberry
Blue Spruce
Lodgepole Grouse whortleberry
Pine
Spruce/Fir Gooseberry currant
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TABLE 2 TABLE 3
PROPORTION OF LAND MANAGED BY VARIOUS PERCENTAGE OF HIGH AND OPTIMUM VALUE HABITAT
ADMINISTRATIVE ENTITIFS MANAGED BY VARIOUS ADMINISTRATIVE ENTITIES
RATED AS HIGH VALUE AND OPTIMUM GOSHAWK HABITAT

High! Optimum?

Entity High! Optimum?

- ---percent----
- - - - percent - - - -
; Forest Service ] 7 £ 7 - | X | Bureau of Land Management
| Bureau of Land Management ] 3 | | State
State | Native American
| Native American B [ | Private -
[ Private 7 i ; | National Park Service
| National Park Service | | | Bankhead Jones?

| Bankhead Jones? 10

Areas rated high as nesting habitat and high as habitat for one or more prey groups (mammals, woodpeckers, and other
! Areas s for one . ( 5 i birds)
’\r;a;d:n)red high as nesting habitat and high as habitat for one or more prey groups (mammals. woodpeckers. and other 2 Areas rated high as nesting habitat and high as habitat for all three prey groups (mammals. woodpeckers, and other birds.
f 3 These lands were set aside to correct maladjustments in land use and thus assist in control of erosion. reforestation, and

2 X
; Areas rated high as nesting habitat and high as habitat for all three prey groups (mammals. woodpeckers, and other birds protection of fish and wildlife by the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenet Act of 1937

These lands were set aside to correct maladjustments in land use and thus assist in control of erosion, reforestation, and
protection of fish and wildlife by the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenet Act of 1937
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TABLE 4
PROPORTION OF EACH VEGETATION TYPE CURRENTLY IN
VARIOUS FOREST COVER TYPES

TABLE 5§

PROPORTION OF KNOWN NESTS BY COVER TYPE

Vegetation Type (Percent)'

Cover Type!

Proportion Of
Nests (%)

Current Cover? | White Subalpine | Lodgepole EngelmannPonderosa Pinyon/ |QuakingDouglas-

| fir fir | pine spruce pine juniper | aspen fir
White fir 184 [ 2 .

balpine fir 1 [ 45
Pinyon/juniper

Lodgepole pine

Lodgepole

pine/quaking aspen 1
gel spruce

spr:wsubalpinc
fir

[Engelmann
spruce/lodgepole
pine

e 1

spruce/Douglas fir
Ponderosa pine
Cottonwood
Quaking aspen
Douglas-fir N
Douglas-fir/ponderosa
j pine/quaking aspen/

| lodgepole pine
Douglas-fir/subalpine

aspen/subalpine fir
Douglas-fir/quaking

Gambel oak/big tooth | 10
maple

Gambel oak/quaking

laspen

! See table E| in the Graham et al. 1999 publication provided, for vegetation descriptions.
2 See table E1 in the Graham et al. 1999 publication provided. for current vegetation descriptions

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA / 7 /

White fir =

Subalpine fir =
Lodgepole pine
Engelmann spruce
| Ponderosa pine

9

Quakingaspen

Douglas-fir

Lodgepole pine/quaking éspen

Engelmann spruce/subalpine fir

Engel 1 spruce/lodgepole pine

Douglas-fir/ponderosa pine/quaking aspen/ lodgepole pine

| Douglas-fir/lodgepole pine

Quaking aspen/Engelmann spruce

| Defined as a plurality of one species or a mixture of two or more species in a particular forest or stand.
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TABLE 7

TABLE 6
PREY SPECIES USED BY NESTING GOSHAWKS IN UTAH!

CHARACTERISTICS OF KNOWN NEST SITES IN UTAH
BY FOREST COVER TYPE!

Species Northern Utah |Southern Utah

Degree of
i Patch Size/Heterogeneity Stand Structure Landscape Features for Nestin;
ES/SAF ES'LLP | Small (025 to 0 50 acre) openings | Moderately dense to dense stocking. trees with | Usually on benches adjacent 1o High Mammals

ES in large matrix of predominantly | interlocking crowns. multi-stonied stands. large | dramages or near other water sources _—

ES DF mature to old forest habitat; stand | trees. occasional patches of Aspen. clumpy tree | Often near natural opemings such as Snowshoe hare ) | Observed? _ Observed

SAF sizes 100s to 10005 of acres distnbution, sparse understory vegetation. wet meadows Cottontail rabbit S | ==
abundant large woody debris. large snags present -———‘—&»—-— . | Suspected® | | Observed |
| R - | _ ) Red Squirrel i | Observed | Observed
PP 1005 10 1006 of acres. meostly | Green stands have simple. single-storied Limited to the Urnta Mountams of  High Ui : =—

LPPOA homogeneous structures; stocking varies from dense to very northeastern Utah. Occupies benches, s ,Lla‘gmun_d squirrel ObsmL
dense ("doghair”). sparse understory vegetation. | platcaus. moderate slopes along __Abert’s squirrel Suspected |
fittle down woody debns, closed canopies. few dranages at mid-clevations  Seral 3 3 B S Bl =

e P " cle c | Flying squirrel - ] | Suspected |

snags Mature and old stands often much different| aspen often present. especially on
due to insect activity, many snags, abundant moister sites Most nests near

woady debris. open canopies dramages or small meadows Wgodg ;cgg;.s
| ——— - —— s — e — |
[ 105 t0 1005 of acres. ofien as | Moderately dense 1o dense stands, mterlocking  Mesic sites o flat 1o moderate slopes, Moderate 10 high __Northem flicker Observed Observed
forested islands mixed with open | crowns, multi-stoned. large trees present. stout often near natural openings Three-toed woodpecker - T O-l;ierveT i bbscrved 1
— — — ———— 4

habitats such as sagebrush forks form nest platforms. diverse. highly Occupres anonal zone between

productive understory. moderate amounts of down, sage grasslands and beginning of Other woodpeckers*

‘ woody debris comferous forest

I ] | | :
['Small (14 10 T2 acres) openings | Dense stands. complex. mult-stoned structure.  Limited to shady aspects, figh Moderate to high Other birds

| scattered throughout mature forest | high tree species diversity, large trees present elevations in dry habitats and 1o where patch size . Spe——— 2 - S T
Stand size varies, 100s of acres n ‘ mterlocking crowns. abundant dawn woody debris. hmestone sites 1 Uintas Widespread large. low Gray jay Suspected

southen Utah, 105 10100 of in southern Utah at appropriate elsewhere Black-billed magpie B - Suspected |
| acres in north and west Utah elevations - i, SOuiRCE | ouspected
| American kestrel 5

1

[ Small (17410 12 acre) openings | Two size classes, one with large trees, sometimes | Found on benches, foothills, plateaus| [ Moderate Common raven -
] mixed with patches of varying | mixed with Quaking aspen or Douglas fir. clumpy | dry sites but nests often near < - O s
| sizes and ages of trees Stand size | tree distribution. more open stands than i other  drainages with perennial water Clark’s nutcracker | Obsen ) Sus@cted
100s of acres types. large snags present Steller’s jay | Observed |
- ; T vion e e e Grouse (ruffed and/or blue) |
Cottonwood | Small patch size. high vaniability | Multi-storied. high tree specics diversity. diverse | Narmow, linear stands along perennial - Moderate i B ) Obscrved
DFPPQA | in tree size and density | and productive understory, mix of comiferous and  streams canyon bottoms, American robin _ Observed |
LPP Cottonwood often present as small| deciduous trees when occurning in shady canyon low for exposed — O )
inclusions along drainages in P'J | bottoms, dominated by cottonwoods n broader valley locations | Townsend’s solitaire o i 4
cover types lower elevation valleys (possible winter ourni v -
1 habitac®) __Mourning dove _ . |- i Observcd
__Mountain bluebird Obscr\ed

[ Carge. homogencous wands 11007 | | Umiform tree distnbution, little decadence (snags ~ Hot. dry sites with poor sorls. offen | Low (possible | D: 7

| 010008 facresy whenn P3| or down woedy matert cacep i vry ok tonds o s snd et g o | v e | Deckeyedjunco ed _

| sites M(;;’: variable, nsm mixed | (200 to 400 years) \mlrr.‘]!c\l stands nmium, ___Mallard | Observed Suspcctcd
with small amounts of Ponderosa | dense stocking levels and very sparse understory Ao — = ==
Pine. Douglas fir or Cottonwood | vegetation Umdennfed blackbird Ohsened

| when on White fir or Douglas fir

| sites

o } . | { | | | Based on descriptions provided by Northern Goshwk Interagency Team
M | Small patches in a highly varable | Dense stands. shrubby growth form Often on steep south or west facing Low 2 Biologists report identifying prey remains near an active nest
oS mix ;\l .\gx:;nimh‘un aspen and hillides. sometimes along stream Pmcnl in habitats used by gmhav.kﬁ but no prey remains )dcnllfcd to date

conifer stands depending on courses

| tocation 4 Includes downy and hairy p s, red-naped and Wil ‘s ck

! Based on descniption provided by Northern Goshawk Interagency Techmical Team and others listed in € hapter §
< Refer 1o Table | footnotes in the Graham et al 1999 publication provided. for cover type defimtions
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TABLE 8
IMPORTANT HABITAT ATTRIBUTES FOR MAINTAINING POPULATIONS
OF SELECTED GOSHAWK PREY! 2

Large |
Down Mix of Most Common
Woody Large | Understory Structural| Interlocking in These Cover]

PrzSESn Debris | Sna; Trees Ve‘cllxlon Openin; Stages | TreesCrowns, T

Mammals | - ! |
[ LPP, SAF,

Snowshoe hare Low |None | None | High | Low | I ___ES
Red squirrel | High r*‘“&*‘ High| Med | None | W i \ES, LPP, DF

Woodpeckers | I | )

Northem flicker | High | High | High | Med | Low | High | _PP,QA |
Three-toed [ | | [
woodpecker Med | | LPP,ES |
Hairy | { |
Woodpeckers/ |
Williamson's [ | QA, LPP,
sapsucker High | Hi [ Med |ES, DF, SAF
Down | |
Woodpecker High | High | Med None | Med QA
Red-naped [
sapsucker Med | High | High | Med None | Med PP

Other Birds
Stellar’s jay Low | Low | High| Low | None Low Low
Ruffed grouse High | None| Low High High High Low
Blue grouse Med | None | High High High High Low
American robin Low | None| Low High Med High Med
Mountain bluebird| Low | High | High | High High High None QA, PP, P/J

! Based on descriptions provided by Northern Goshawk Ineragency Team and others listed in Chapter 5.

2 Reynolds et al (1992). Information on ruffed goruse and mountain bluebird from DeGraaf et al. (1991), Ehrlich et al
(1998). Additional information on bird use of forest cover types from Forest Service breeding bird surveys (Ashley NF
1995). Information on snoeshoe hare from Dolbeer and Clark 1975, Koehler 1989, Koehler and Brittel 1990. Dominant
tree species alone or in mixed stands.

3 For full description of cover types see Table | footnotes in the Graham et al. 1999 publication provided.
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TABLE 9

ENDANGERED, THREATENED,
AND PROPOSED THREATENED

SPECIES IN UTAH

Species

Occur In Habitat

Vertebrates

Used By Goshawk

Endangered

Peregrine Falcon

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

California Condor (experimental population)

Black Footed Ferret

Whooping Crane (migrating population only)

Bonytail Chub

Colorado Squawfish

Razorback Sucker

Humpback Chub

June Sucker

Virgin River Chub

Woundfin

Thr

Bald Eagle

Utah Prairie Dog

Mexican Spotted Owl

Desert Tortoise

Lahontan Cutthroat Trout

Proposed Threatened

Canada Lynx

Mountain Plover

| _Plants

End, ed

San Rafael Cactus B

Clay Phacelia

Threate;x;tj S

| Maguire's Primrose
Last Chance Townsendia

_Ute Ladies’ Tresses

_Winkler Cactus

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Appendix E
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ENDANGERED, THREATENED AND PROPOSED

TABLE 10

PLANT SPECIES

TABLE 11

SENSITIVE VERTEBRATE SPECIES

Plant Species

| Ash Dix

_Fish | M-L | Uin | WC |

Species

Occur in Habitat Used by
Goshawk

Endangered

|

San Rafael catcus
Pediocactus despainii

Clay phacelia

Phacelia argillaces

Threatened

Heliotrope milkvetch

Astragalus montii

aguire’s primrose
Primula maguirei

Townsendia aprica

[Last chance townsendia

Ute ladies’ tresses
Spiranthes diluvialis

[Winkler cactus
Pediocactus winkleri

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA

Appendix E

/77

Spotted Bat

*

Townsend's big-eared Bat

Boreal Owl

Flammulated Owl]

Three-toed Woodpecker

Great Gray Owl

Northern goshawk

Spotted frog

Page E-10

Colorado River Cutthroat Trout

Bonneville Cutthroat Trout
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TABLE 12 (continued)

TABLE 12
SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES

SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES

Plant Species

Ash

Dix | Fish | M-L

Uin

Chatterly onion
Allium geyeeri chatterlevi

!

|

Sweet-flowered rock jasmine
| Andorsace chamaejasme carinata

ILink Trail columbine
Aquilegia flavescens rubicund

Graham columbine
ia grahamii

Petiolate wormwood
l Artemisia campestris petiolata

Barneby woody aster
Aster kingii var. barnebvana

Bicknell milkvetch

Astragalus consobrinus

Dana milkvetch
Astragalus henrimontanensis
Starving milkvetch
Astragalus jejunus jejunus
Navajo Lake milkvetch

| Astragalus limnocharis var. limnocharis

[Table Cliff milkvetch

is var. tabul

8!
uard milkvetch
Astragalus zioonis vigulus

Dainty moonwort
Botrychium crenulatum

IParadox moonwort
Botrychium paradoxum

Beautiful Bryum
Bryum calobryoides

IAquarius paintbrush
Castilleja aquariensis
Tushar paintbrush

Catilleja parvula var. parvula

eveal paintbrush
Castilleja parvula var. revealii

Creutzfeldt-flowr cryptanth

ny ¢

[Yellow-white catseye
Cryptantha ochroleuca
Pinnate spring-parsley
Cymopterus beckii

Plant Species

Ash

Dix

M-L | Uin | W-C

edar Breaks biscuitroot
|_Cympoterus minimus

X

|

Brownie ladyslipper
Cypripedium fasciculatum

T

ockcress draba
Draba densifolia apiculata

X
X

Maguire draba
Draba maguirei

}
\
!
|
|

Creeping draba
Draba sobolifera

Nevada willowherb

Epilobium nevadense

Abajo daisy
Erigeron abajoensis

Carrington daisy
Erigeron carringtonae

CCronquist daisy
Erigeron cronquistii

Kachina daisy

Erigeron Kachinensis

Maguire daisy

Erigeron maguirei

LaSal daisy

Erigeron mancus

Untermann daisy
Erigeron untermannii

\Widtsoe buckwheat

Eriogonum aretioides

[Elsinore buckwheat

var. I

[Logan buckwheat

Eriogonum brevicaule var. loganum

Wonderland Alice flower

Gilia caespitosa

Pine Valley goldenweed
Haplopappus crispus

Canyon sweetvetch
Hedysarum occidentale var. canone

Jones goldenaster
Heterotheca jonesii

\Wasatch jamesia
Jamesia americana macrocalyx
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TABLE 12 (continued) TABLE 12 (continued)
SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES

T

Plant Species Ash | Dix | Fish | M-L | ‘ Plant Species | Ash | Dix
Zion jamesia Uinta green thread ‘
| Jamesia americana zionis | . ) — Thelesperma pubescens
[Neeses’ peppergrass [ [ [ Bicknell thelsperma

| Lepedium montanum var. neeseae | | | Thelesperma subnuda var. alpina

Garrett bladderpod [ Sevier townsendia

Lesquerella garrettii | Townsendia jonesii var. lutea

Canyooonlands lomatium Smith violet
Lomatium latilobum Viola franksmithii )

[Fish Lake naiad

Najas caespitosa

- — . = Ash - Ashley
|Artic poppy ) Dix - Dixie
Papaver radicatum var. pygmaeum | Fish - Fishlake
PParia breadroot M-L - Manti-LaSal
Pediomelum pariense Uin - Uinta
W-C - Wasatch-Cache
Red Canyon beardtongue
Penstemon bracteatus

Cache beardtongue | X = known distribution species and/or habitat
| ? = suspected or potential habitat

Penstemon compactus
LLittle penstemon

Pinyon penstemon
Penstemon pinorum

'Ward beardtongue

| Penstemon wardii

|Angell cinquefoil
Pontentilla angelliae

- :

[Cottam cinquefoil

!f Potentilla cottamii

|Arizonia willow
| Salix arizonica

[Beaver Mountain groundsel
1 Senecio castroeus

Podunk groundsel o

| Senecio malmstenii
| Elratocicatis

;Musmca groundsel

| Senmecio musiniensis
%7
Maguire campion

| Silene petersonii

Rock-tansy
Sphaeromeria capiata

{Caespitose greenthread
| Thelesperma caespitosa
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TABLE 13

MANAGEMENT INDICATOR SPECIES FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST

| National Forest

Reason for Designation

TABLE 13 (continued)

MANAGEMENT INDICATOR SPECIES FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST

\__Ashley Natior.al Forest

National Forest

Reason for Des!gnnion

Mule Deer *

Economic importance

Rocky Mountain Elk *

Economic importance

Manti-LaSal National Forest

Mule Deer *

Economic importance, most forest vegetation types

Northern Goshawk *

Old Growth Forests

Rocky Mountain Elk *

Economic importance, most forest vegetation types

Golden Eagle *

Cliffs and rocks

Abert Squirrel *

Ponderosa pine with grass, forb, shrub understory

Warbling viero *

Deciduous woodlands (aspen and riparian hardwoods)

Blue Grouse *

Mature conifer, ecotones between timber and shrub grass

Re: Naped sapsucker *

Deciduous woodlands (aspen and riparian hardwoods)

Golden Eagle *

Escarpment areas in most vegetation types

Lincoln’s Sparrow *

Riparian shrub

Macroinvertebrates

Aquatic

Song Sparrow *

Riparian shrub

Sage grouse

Sagebrush

| inta Nati Forest
Mule Deer *

White-tailed ptarmigan

Alpine meadow

Conifer, mountain brush, and early to mid-seral aspen

Cutthroat .out

Aquatic

sagebrush and grass

Macroinvertebrates

Aquatic

Rocky Mountain Elk *

| Dixie National Forest

Conifer, mountain brush, and early to mid-seral aspen
sagebrush and grass

Beaver *

Riparian, wetlands

| | Muledeer*

Economic importance, grass-forb, sagebrush, mountain
brush, pinyon-juniper, sapling-mature aspen, sapling-mature
conifer

Northern Goshawk *

Old growth, Douglas-fir, mixed conifer and aspen

Sage grouse

Sagebrush, old growth and successional stages

Three-toed woodpecker *

Snags, old growth, or decadent conifer and aspen

Rocky Mountain Elk *

Economic importance, grass-forb, sagebrush, mountain
brush, pinyon-juniper, sapling-mature aspen, sapling-mature
conifer

Salmonids Colorado River

Aquatic

Bonneville cutthroat trout

Aquatic

Macroinvertebrates

Water quality

Wild Turkey *

Mountain brush, pole-mature aspen, sapling ?mature conifer

Ute Ladies’ Tresses

Riparian

Northern Goshawk *

Riparian tree, mature aspen, mature-old growth conifer

Clay Phacelia

Narrow endemic, mountain brush type

Common Flicker *

Mature aspen, mature conifer

Riparian Condition *

All riparian vegetation

Bonneville Cutthroat Trout

Pristine headwater streams

Wasatch-Cache National Forest

Grey Jay *

Mature subalpine fir-spruce-lodgepole pine, understory

Resident Trout

Streams, rivers, lakes and reservoirs

Red-breasted Nuthatch *

Mature Douglas-fir

Macroinvertebrates

Streams, rivers, lakes and reservoirs

Hairy Woodpecker *

Mature subalpine fir-lodgepole pine

Fishlake National Forest

Red- Naped sapsucker *

Mature aspen

Warbling Vireo *

Sapling aspen

Mule Deer *

Economic importance, aspen, conifer, meadow,
sagebrush,*mountain brush, pinyon-juniper, and riparian

Mountain bluebird *

Grassland/forb

Water Pipit *

Wet meadow

Rocky Mountain Elk *

Economic importance, aspen, conifer, meadow, sagebrush,
mountain brush, pinyon-juniper, and riparian

MacGillivary's Warbler *

Riparian shrub

Green-tailed Towhee

Mountain brush

Ryberg's Milkvetch

Aspen, conifer, riparian

Black-throated Gray Warbler

Juniper

Bonneville Cutthroat Trout

Aquatic

Vesper Sparrow

Sagebrush

Resident Trout

Aquatic

Macroinvertebrates

Aquatic

Macroinvertebrates

Riverine and lacustrine

Cutthroat Trout

Riverine and lacustrine

Sage Nesters

Sagebrush

Cavity Nesters *

Aspen, mountain brush, pinyon-juniper, riparian

Riparian Guild *

Riparian

[ Northern Goshawk *

Conifer

¥ Occur in goshawk habitat
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TABLE 15

TABLE 14
SPECIAL USE PERMITS ISSUED

CULTURAL RESOURCES BY FOREST, 1998!

]

Acres Right-of-Way

138.28
73.21
19.67
459.7
5.23
944.92
0.54
5.3
514.3
15115

Manti-

Ashley || Dixie Fislake |} LaSal Uinta

NF NF NF NF NF NF

23,745 | 20,000 | 30,000 | 90,000 47,269
|

i

Percent Suveyed . 1.0 1.9 6.3 | 4.8 1.7

Total Sites 1621 257 8319

= B2 B B Y 2 PSS 9 1

Total Sites Eligible 923 [ 319 2 85 89 1,5373

£ SR

Sites on the NRHP 33 [17s% 12 o 1 142

1580.33
53.44
7.05
3.6
32.64
1764.24
47349
222.78
2377.43
6895

! Intermountain Region USDA Forest Service Data Submitted for the Secretary of Interior’s Report to Congress on Federal
Archaeology Activities (1998).

2 No data available. Many early surveys in the Manti-La Sal did not evaluate the National Register significance of sites.
However, forest archaeologists estimate that of the 3,493 known sites, approximately 2,800 of these may qualify for
listing in the National Register. C ly, the total number of eligible and potentially eligible sites in the Utah
National Forests may exceed 4,300

3 Data from Dixie N | Forest Env I Impact S and Land and R M: Plan, pp. I11-9.

4 Data from Gooseberry National Historic District and Aspen Cloud Rockshelters. Data from Fishlake National Forest
Env I Impact S and Land and Resource Management Plan, pp. I11-24

[ B=1 E1 BT £ (7Y PN (W) P

Fishlake 412.3
409

42

25.31
1851.43
2241.14
67.93
2217.7
7229.01

Il B B B1 Y [P PN (99 PRy poy

Manti-LaSal 1222.76
601.95
6.66
95.65
11641
1009.85
178.78
35.82
1568.65
4836.53

Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA E Page E-18 Utah Northern Goshawk Project EA Appendix E ;05 Page E-19




TABLE 15 (continued)
SPECIAL USE PERMITS ISSUED

Acres Right-of-Way
B S—
2571.61 126
9.27
347
05
67.72
1494.13
423.52
52.11

14595 APPENDIX F

24033.38
22.64 > .
TR Goshawk Habitat Maps referenced in Chapter 3
4189.02
975.28
1497.34
17525.56
421.42
3278.6
52056.82

-
3 E
-

gowqmmauN—F

Permit Category:

Recreational

Agricultural

Community & Public Information

Feasibility, Research. Training, Cultural Resources & Historical
Industrial

Energy Generation & Transmission

Transportation

Communication

Water (non-power generating)
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Biological Resources Cumulative Effects Map
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Biological Assessments and Evaluations
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L. INTRODUCTION

This programmatic Biological Evaluation (BE) analyzes the potential effects of the Utah Northern
Goshawk Management Project (Alternative F) on species listed as Regionally Sensitive by the
Intermountain Regional Forester. All National Forest System lands within the Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake,
Manti-LaSal, Uinta and Wasatch-Cache National Forests are being analyzed this BE (Table 1). The Names
and Status of these species known or suspected to occur on the forests described above are shown in Table
1. The occurrence of these species by National Forest is documented in Table 2. The purpose of this
biological evaluation is to document a programmatic determination regarding the likely effects of the
purposed action on the status of these species and avoid impacts that would cause a trend towards federal
listing. B« this analysis is p all site-specific project proposals that implement this
proposed action would be determined through individual biological evaluations

4 4 th

The objectives of this Biological E (or A for 5 d or proposed
species) include the following (FSM 2672.41): (1.) To ensure that Forest Service actions do not contribute
to the loss of viability of any native or desired non-native plant or animal species or contribute to animal
species trends towards Federal listing of any species, (2.) To comply with the Endangered Species Act that
Federal actions from Federal agencies do not jeopardize or adversely modify critical habitat of Federally

listed or proposed species, and (3.) To provide a process and standard by which to ensure that Endangered,

Threatened, Proposed and Sensitive species receive full consideration in the decision making process.

All 10 regionally sensitive vertebrate species in Utah are being considered in this evaluation. Table 3
documents the occurrence of those species that are known to occur in goshawk habitat', and the rational
used for determining suitable habitat that would not be affected directly. indirectly or cumulatively as a
result of implementing the proposed action.

Current Management Direction

Current policy as stated in the Forest Service Manual (FSM 2672.1) includes the following: Sensitive
species of native plant and animal species must receive special management emphasis to ensure their
viability and to preclude trends towards endangerment that would result in the need for Federal listing

The current management direction specified by each National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan
in general is to manage classified species habitat to maintain or enhance their status through direct habitat
mmprovement and agency cooperation and to manage and provide habitat for recovery of endangered.
threatened, proposed, and sensitive species

Table 1. Names and Status of Sensitive Vertebrate Species known or suspected to occur in National
Forest System lands in Utah

[ STATUS OF SENSITIVE SPECIES

SPECIES Region 4 | State Sensitive
= ! = |

Spotted Bat

Luderma maculatum
[Western big-eared Bat

rh; fownsendii
Flammulated Owl
lammeoius o

[Three-toed Woodpecker
L2 tridactylus

Northern Goshawk
dccipiter gentilis
Boreal Owl

Aegolius funereus o

Goshawk habitat is defined as habitat that is usable for nesting. roosting. and foraging. Forest habitat
need not be occupied by goshawks to be considered habitat (Reynolds 1992)
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Table 1. Names and Status of Sensitive Vertebrate Species known or suspected to occur in National
Forest System lands in Utah
(continued)

STATUS OF SENSITIVE SPECIES }

SPECIES Region 4 State Sensitive

req ("}rey Owl X

Spotted frog

171,

Colorado Cutthroat Trout
rhynch,

Bonneville Cutthroat Trout
rhynchus clarki ui

1 = Utah State Sensitive Species List, March 1997

Table 2 - Occurrence of Sensitive Species by National Forest in Utah

Species (Vertebrates) Dix__| Fish

Spotted Bat

m

Western big-cared Bat

rhi; wnsendii
Flammulated Owl

Three-toed Woodpecker
_Picoides iridactylus
Northern Goshawk

Boreal Owl

__degolius funereus
Great Grey Owl

_Strix '
Spotted Frog

Ranapreiosa =

“Colorado Cutthroat Trout

_Qrcorhynchus clarki plewriticus L‘ ’
|

Bonneville Cutthroat Trout

P = Potential habitat

Table 3. Habitat suitability and species occurrence in goshawk habitat for sensitive species on
National Forest System lands in Utah

| Occurring In
| Habitat Used Habitat Unsuitable based

Sensitive Vertebrate Species __| By Goshawk
Spotted Bat [
|

.
amaculatum

Western big-eared Bat .

s fownsendii ; 5 [—

Boreal Owl R




Table 3. Habitat suitability and species occurrence in goshawk habitat for sensitive species on
National Forest System lands in Utah
(continued)

Occurring In

Habitat Used |  Habitat Unsuitable based
Sensitive Vertebrate Species By Goshawk L on the Following _
Flammulated Ow! . |

Occurs in aquatic ecosystems not
effected by this project

Colorado River Cutthroat Trout o Occurs in aquatic ecosystems not
i effected by this project
Bonneville Cutthroat Trout Occurs m aquatic ecosystems not

ki utah effected by this project
Proposed Action
Purpose and Need for Action

Purpose: This project was initiated not because the agency was concerned that we would lose a viable
population of goshawks prior to revision of Forest Plans in Utah (projected to be 4 years), but in
response to identified concerns that current management strategies permitted actions that could
degrade habitat and did not emphasize some actions needed to maintain or restore goshawk habitat
In addition, new direction was needed to provide greater consistency in management of habitat for the
goshawk. Current direction is not sufficient to provide consistency, resulting i a variety of
interpretations on how to manage goshawk habitat. For a far-ranging species such as the goshawk
that spans multiple national forests and other dictional boundaries, ¢ 'y in habitat

is an | comp of actions needed to provide reasonable assurances that habitat
to support viable goshaw} ! can be d in the future.

Due to the important role NFS lands play in restoring or maintaining habitat for the northern goshawk
in Utah, the Intermountain Region elected to take action to determine how to incorporate principles
recommended in the HCS into management actions proposed in the future. This action will contribute
to on-going interagency efforts to prevent the goshawk from being listed as threatened or endangered
Once a species is listed as endangered or threatened, options for management can be reduced

Need: A habitat and r d: for the northern goshawk and subsequent
habitat conservation strategy were developed for the State of Utah in resp 10 susp d d d
trends in goshawk habitat and/or populations. Due to the important role NFS lands play in restoring or
maintaining forested habitat for the northem goshawk, there is an immediate need to incorporate the
principles and recommendations from these documents into management direction, for the reasons stated
below.

Changes in forest structure, especially large tree removal and other forest management activities
singly or in combination, may negatively affect goshawk populations (Crocker-Bedford 1990). In
addition, fire exclusion has resulted in an ingrowth of forest stands by shade tolerant species. This in
and of itself would likely not lead to goshawk population declines. In the short term the increase in

older seral conditions may actually be beneficial. The main issue is the changes in fire severity and
risk of large scale habitat losses from catastrophic fire and insect events that would ultimately lead to
a loss of nesting habitat (Bloom et al. 1986, Herron et al. 1985, Kennedy 1989) [Graham et al.
1999].

Each of the six national forests identified in Chapter 1.4.1 npleted Suppl | Infc ion Reports
(SIRs). The SIRs assessed the sufficiency of management direction in current forest plans to allow use of
new information, including dations, found in the Assessment and HCS. While
current management direction would allow for use of the recommendations at the project level, some
direction was so broad that it also allowed actions that could degrade goshawk habitat. As a result, it was
determined that amendments to current forest plans are necessary to address new information found in the
assessment and strategy.

Geographic Range and Scope of the Action
Geographic Range: The Proposed Action provides management direction for affected forested habitats
on NFS lands within the Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache National
Forests (NF) (hereinafter referred to as Utah's NFs) of the Inter Region. Specifically, the
geographic area described includes the majority of NFS lands in the State of Utah, with small portions of
Wyoming and Colorado. The total NFS lands within these six national forests is approximately 8.1

million acres; 7.98 million acres in Utah, 90,000 acres in Wyoming and 30,000 acres in Colorado
Coniferous and aspen forests occur on approximately 3.9 million acres of this 8.1 million acres.

Scope: Under the provisions of the NFMA, this action will amend current management direction in six
Jforest plans. It will provide consistency in future project design, implementation and monitoring on the
Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache NFs where habitat for the goshawk and
its prey is involved. When forest plans for the affected national forests are revised, the management
direction adopted through this amendment will be integrated as needed to best meet the intent of the
conservation strategy and assessment.

Components of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative F)

Categories of Management Direction: The proposed management direction will apply to all forested
habitats on the affected national forests except as exempted (see "Features Common to All Action
Alternatives”). Seven categories of management direction/requirements have been developed, These

8 are:
> Category I: Native processes, This category applies to all aspects of a gashawk home range!
Natural disturbances (i.c., fire, insects, disease and wind) are integral processes in many systems.
Species like the goshawk and its prey have evolved in response to environmental changes
triggered by disturbance. Restoring or mimicing these disturbances is one of the best indicators
of ecological bility, including ing populk of goshawks (Graham et al. 1999;
HCS, 1998; R4 Properly Functioning Condition (PFC) Process, 1998)

J>  Category 2: Forest composition. This category applies to all aspects of a goshawk home range.
Forest composition focuses on the importance of seral species and native species in landscape
diversity. Landscape diversity is the variety of plant communities evaluated at the landscape
level (including their identity, distribution, Juxtaposition, and seral stage). The diversity of plant
species present within a landscape, especially seral and native species, can have a profound
influence on the resiliency of a system and the ability of a system to renew or maintain and
propagate itself after disturbance. The continuing productivity of an ecological system, including
its ability to produce desirable outputs such as habitat for goshawk and its prey, depends upon
potential renewal (ibid.)

! A home range refers 1o all non-exempt forested acres within nest, post-fledgling (brood rearing) and foraging areas where
management direction under the category will apply




o WMW m calegory npphu to all aspects of a goshawk home range.

i ib (Le., vegetative structural stage,
snags, down logs and woody debris, nnd canopy closure) important to habitat for the goshawk
and its prey. The sizes, shapes, patterns, and connectivity of these habitat attributes all influence
the ability of the goshawk and its prey to exist in landscapes (Graham et al. 1999; HCS 1998;
Reynolds et al. 1992).

- Ne 1 This category applies only to non-exempt
fomted acres within defined nest and post-ﬂedghng areas. Direction provides additional
requirements/guidance specifically designed to sustain nest and post-fledgling areas (Graham et
al. 1999; HCS 1998; Reynolds et al. 1992).

> Category 5: Other miscellaneous areas of concern. Some alternatives provide a mix of additional
direction addressing other areas of concem lhat rmy be important to sustaining habitat for the
goshawk and its prey. When luded m this category, it applies to all
aspects of a goshawk home range, all forested acres exccpt as exempted. Alternatives address
items such as road disturbance, grazing practices, and the need to do landscape assessments to
provide context for future project design and implementation (Graham et al. 1999; HCS, 1998:
Reynolds et al. 1992; Arizona Game and Fish, 1992/93; Braun et al. 1996; conservation biologist
for Forest Guardians and S Center for Biological Diversity)

> Camm_éimmmmu.anm Alternative F specifically add the mportance of
to prioritize s In areas requiring restoration or areas at high risk to
bemg losl or degraded for the remainder of the current planning period. Management direction is
applied to all aspects of a goshawk home range (Graham et al. 1999)

Category 7. Monitoring Requirements. Key features m any adaptive management strategy are

implementation monitoring and, o a lesser extent, effectiveness monitoring; validation
monitoring is not addressed. The short-term nature of this direction (remainder of the current
planning period) will not allow for meaningful validation monitoring. Monitoring is incorporated
mto all alternatives, but will not be used to compare alternatives. Monitoring associated with this
proposal does not preclude established monitoring efforts by the individual national forests (HCS,
1998)

Desired Habitat Condition. The Assessment by Graham et al. (1999) states that all forested landscapes in
Utah are potentially suitable as goshawk habitat for some portion of their life cycle (HCS, page 4).
Forested landscapes include those areas dominated by coniferous and aspen forest: but not woodlands
such as pmyon-juniper

In general, when forested landscapes of Utah are in a properly functioning condition (PFC 1998) they will
provide excellent habitat for the goshawk and its prey (Graham et al 1999). Desired habitat attributes
important to the home range of the goshawk and its prey. as stated in the HCS, include

1. Diverse forest cover types with strong representation of early seral tree species dominate the
landscape.
High quality habitat patches that are no more than 60 miles apart, preferably less than 20 miles
apart, exist throughout landscapes (connected habitat)

Forested landscapes have 40% of the coniferous land area and 30% of the aspen land area
dominated by large trees (older vegetative structural stages (VSS) 5 and 6), well distributed
Large trees are defined based on the average size of trees found in the area and by the site
potential

Habitats for prey and other associated species are present to meet their needs as described by
Reynolds el al. 1992 and Graham et al. 1999 (e.g.. snags, down woody, cover, etc.)

A variety of structural stages as recommended by Reynolds et al. (1992) are present

A balance of structural stages across the landscape is needed to ensure the larger structural stages are
sustained over time. Tree densities in the smaller tlrucmml stages should promote accelerated tree growth
nto the larger | stages and maintain crown devek to meeting desired canopy
closures in the larger stages. Outside of nest areas, there \hould be open understories in the larger
structural stages with trees irregularly spaced (Reynolds et al. 1992; Graham et al. 1999)

Nesting habitat is an essential component of goshawk hom: range. With the associated post-fledgling
family area, it contributes to habitat vity across landscapes and the recruitment of
goshawks into the population (Graham et al. 1999). Both habitat connectivity and continuous recruitment
are important p for g viable popul of the northern goshawk in Utah. Thus, it is
desirable to have nesting habitat and the associated post-fledgling areas well-distributed within and across
forested landscapes. Desired nest area habitat varies from the overall home range habitat in that it
typically occurs in older-aged stands that have a higher density of large trees, high tree canopy cover, and
higher understory tree density.

To understand relationships of these desired habitat conditions they must be viewed in scales at tens of
thousands of acres or larger. Scales greater than hundreds of thousands of acres are too large to ensure
that desired habitat connectivity attributes are sufficiently distributed

Where the Proposed Management Direction Will and Will Not Be Applied: The proposed management
direction will apply to National Forest System lands within the Ashley. Dixie. Fishlake, Manti-LaSal,
Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache National Forests found within the State of Utah, with small portions of these
forests in Wyoming and Colorado

This direction will apply to forested habitats found within the approximately 8.1 million acres of National
Forest System lands within the six Utah National Forest identified, excepr in the following areas
(1) Designated wilderness areas;

(2) Ad ly or Congr lly d d areas with a defined purpose (e.g., Research
Natural Areas, National Recreation Areas, etc.):

(3) Areas currently managed or allocated for concentrated recreation use and development (does not
include ski resorts; ski resorts included under category #5 below):

(4) National Forest System lands that are significantly influenced by lands in other ownership (e.g.,
high use urban interface areas); or,

(5) Areas allocated for leasable mineral activities in current forest plam; areas under existing special
use permits (includes ski resorts) which allow vegetative disturbance or treatments (vegetation will
be managed to meet the intent of the permit), or current administrative site uses and development

In these areas, current forest plan direction will still apply. However, when the direction adopted for
management of goshawk habitat through this amendment does not conflict with the primary use in the
exemption area, it will be applied. Refer to Table | for acres by forest and exemption area

While the direction adopted in this amendment will only be applied when it does not conflict with the
primary use of an area, the contribution of these areas to sustaining habitat components for the goshawk
and its prey are still important and will be analyzed and evaluated through the landscape assessment
process. For example, arcas such as wilderness may provide suitable goshawk habitat which may
influence how habitat attributes in areas outside the wilderness are managed through time. However,
vegetation in the wilderness is managed to meet the goals of the wilderess resource which may or may
not be contrary to suitable goshawk habitat

2 dreas Allocated for Mineral Activisies snder @ Forest Plan Arcas designated by existing Forest Plans with management emphasis
on mineral activities For example: This includes MMA units (Minerals \ Arca) on the Manti-La Sal
National Forest where coal mine facilities exist or are reasonably foresceable and are specifically managed for leasable mineral
activities




Areas where the proposed direction will and will not apply (#1-5 above) are shown on Maps | through 7
mn Appendix D, when of sufficient size to be mapped. Due to the small size of some areas mchuded under
#5, all areas are not shown on the attached map. Examples of these types of areas include existing
electronic sites, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) sites, research plots, and some utility corndors

and rights-of-way.

In addition to areas defined in #1-5 above, any valid, prior existing rights on National Forest System lands
will not be affected by this amendment. Also, locatable, mineral material or leasable mineral activities

and facilities® that have been authorized for such use under existing plans, licenses or permits*, or have
been leased or authorized for leasing® prior to the decision date of this amendment, will not be affected by
this amendment. Restrictions required on mineral activities in these situations must be consistent with the
mining laws, lease rights, and existing lease stipulations. Leasable mineral uses and activities that will not
be affected include both on and off-lease ities and facilities® bly d to exercise rights
granted by the mineral leases. However, appropriate measures will be taken lo protect goshawk habitat
and nesting activity to the extent agreed to by the lessee, permittee, or operator and/or within the legal
authorities of the responsible agencies.

The proposed direction will not apply in areas 1-5 above, or relative to existing uses or rights discussed,
because:
o the forested habitats in these areas are managed for other purposes as defined by current policy,
permits or regulations; or,
¢ the existing use permitted under the cuncm forest plan will not always allow for the management
of habitat as outlined in the prop ; or
o the degree of influence muhmg from adjacent lands i other ownership may preclude application
of this direction.

Managing these areas consistent with current d and alk g for uses d d above
is important to meeting other goals and objectives in the forest plan. Doing so will not result in the loss of
sufficient habitat needed to support the currently viable population of goshawks in the State of Utah (refer
to Chapter 4, section 4.3.2)

Application of Management Direction: The management direction in the selected alternative will only
apply to projects for which there has not been a decision document issued prior to the effective date of this

; prospective only

I Mineral Activities and Facilities: Those activities and facilities needed 1o reasonably explore for and produce locatable and leasable
mmerals and mineral materials consistent with the rights granted by a plan of operation. permst. license, lease and requirements of
apphcable laws, regulations. and lease tarms, conditions, and stipulations

Plans or Permit Areas Arcas where plans, licenses or permits have already been approved o issued for mineral related activities
They will include the permit areas for mines, onl and gas fields, oil and gas exploratory and development wells, preliminary
exploration activities such as geophysical surveys, as well as ancillary facilities within or outside of existing leases. mcluding (but not
limited t0) access roads. sediment ponds, staging or office facilities, prpefines. ventilation breakouts shafts, ctc

S Areas Authorized for Leasing Area included within cxisting leases and those arcas authoruzed and forwarded 1o the responsible
agency for leasing by the Forest Service prior 1o the date of the Goshawk decision. This does not include all areas potentuality
available for minera! leasmg under Forest Plans

 Activities/Facilities Regquired to Exercise Rights Granted by a Lease: This will include such activities and facilities within or
outside of existing leases reasonably necessary 10 exercise pre-existing rights granted by a lease and subject to existing lease terms,
conditions. and stipulations  They will include facilites, of existing Forest Service rmads
for access 10 leases/facilities, and facilities (roads. pipelines, powertines)

AR

Table 1: Acres by forest and exemption category

Acres Direction will not apply (acres rounded to thousands)
Acres

Toal  |(Millons)and | Total . ves | =
National | Percent of (Millions) ie. | = o]
Forest | Total Acres and Percent RNAs. | Developed ‘ “
National Acres | Direction Wili of Total Recreation | Urban
Forest millions) | Al

Ashley 13 | 09-70% - 273,000 | 83,000

| Dixie | 1.8-94% _ 83000 | 14000

| Fishlake | 15 | 14-96% 4% | 10,000

Manti-

Lasal | | 12-0m | as000 | 20000 ! | | 900

Uinta 08 - 88% __$8.000 4000 20000 | 11,000 _6000 |

Wasatch- |
08 - 64% 04-36% | 313,000 6000 | 9000 | 51,000 53,000

Totals 6.9 - 85% 12-15% | 772,000 137,000 141,000 | 62,000 $9,000
e

I ive F: This alt ponds to the issue that "Management activities should concentrate on
maintenance of habitat areas at risk to provide for the greatest opportunity to mimimize any further
degradation of habitat and loss of management options.” This alternative focuses management on
goshawk habitat acres at-risk. Acres at-risk are defined as those that, during the life of this amendment,
may lose sufficient habitat elements important to the goshawk and its prey, such that they will no longer
be rated as high and optimum habitat based on the Graham et al. (1999) rating process. By focusing
management on those forested acres that are at greatest risk of dropping from high and optimum goshawk
habitat to low or moderate, the agency will do the most it can do in over the projected 4 year life of this
amendment to minimize any further loss of key habitat areas. Graham et al. (1999) use the current
distribution and connectivity of high and optimum habitat as their basis for determning if sufficient
amounts of habitat are available in the State of Utah to support the currently viable population of
goshawks.

This alternative is similar to Alternative C. The key elements that changed m this alternative are:

1 All long term goals common to Alternative C and other action alternatives were deleted and
replaced with a single goal which focuses on short-term mamtenance or restoration of high or
optimum habitats (per Graham et al. 1999 assessment process);

Unlike other action alternatives, an objective was added which emphasizes the need to treat at
least 1000 acres per year on each administrative unit to further achievement of the short term goal
previously discussed

TTotal Forest acres includes both forested and non-forested. Though recent Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA ) work has estimated
that approximately 3 9 million acres of the total 8.1 million acres are forested (net including woodland), there is no data set currently
available to spatially tie this data set o locations on the ground.  GAP data was considered for this purpose, but based on reviews was
determined not to be accurate enough for addressing location information of items in categones 3.4 and S. and marginal in categories
l1and 2 GAP data was intended 1 be used at the state scale. use at smaller scales has mixed results  Therefore. direction relates to
any forested acres found outside exemption arcas within the total 6 9 million acres it will be apphed to

845 - Includes ski resort acres Several special use permit areas are of small spatial area and highly dispersed It 1s impractical to map
these small special use areas at the scale of maps contained m Appendix D and forestwide mapping of these areas is still being
developed. therefore they are not included on these maps  However. these areas are i the acreage calculation m Table | based on
acres estimated under permit. Refer the special uses section m chapter 3 and 4 of this document (356 and 4 5 6, respectively ) for 3
discussions relating to this subyect




3. This alternative includes grazing direction. The focm is on the need to change grazing practices
only in those areas where land: grazing is a factor in putting a
landscape at-risk relative to habitat needs of the goshawk.

Six monitoring requirements are inchided under this alternative, m-1 through m-5, and m-7. This is the
same as Alternatives C, D and E except the grazing requirement under Alternative D, m-6, is replaced
with m-7.

II. EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

A total of 10 Regionally Sensitive Vertebrate Species occur on National Forest Systems lands in Utah
(Table 1). Of the 10 species identified, 7 species may use goshawk habitat' for all or a portion of their life
cycle. The 7 species that will be analyzed in this di are identified in Table 3.

Potential effects to the 7 species described above and the habitat they use on National Forest System lands
in Utah will be add: d in this d atthe p level. Site-specific documentation for all
proposed actions that may directly, indirectly or cumulatively impact any of these species will be
conducted at the project-specific level through the biological evaluation process

Existing Environment

A lete list of all R Iy Species can be found in Table I. In addition, location

information, by National Forest can also be found in Table 2

Listed below are the species that may occur in goshawk habitat' in Utah

A. Spotted Bat (Euderma maculatum)

Spotted bats inhabit a variety of ities including open pond: pine, desert scrub, pinyon-

juniper, open pastures, and hay fields. They roost in rock crevices, located high on steep rock faces in

hmeslonc or sandstone cliffs. Crevices range from 0.8 to 2.2 inches in width. Roost sites are usually
ively remote and undisturbed areas. Availability of suitable roost sites and human disturbance

are the limiting factors to this species’ success (Spahr et al. 1991). Spotted bats are known to be rare

and limited to relatively remote and undisturbed areas.

Spotted bats are strong fliers and have been observed to move up to 10 km from roosts or capture sites
Spotted bats forage primarily in flight on larger insects such as Lepidoptera but have also been seen
foraging on the ground on grasshoppers (Toone 1992)

Spotted bats breed in late February to early April and give birth to one young in late May to early June.
Spotted bats are territorial and avoid each other while foraging. There is some evidence that they
exhibit roost site fidelity. Moths are thought to be their main prey species. Little is known about their
seasonal movements, but they are thought to migrate south for winier hibernation (Spahr et al. 1991)

Spotted bats occur in scattered areas in British Columbia, Idaho, southeast Oregon, southwest
Montana, western Wyoming, Nevada, Utah, western Colorado, southeastern California, Arizona, New
Mexico, and south to the Mexican state of Queretaro (Spahr et al. 1991)

Human disturbance to hibernacula from cave exploration and bat banding has been found to cause
significant declines of bat populations (Gillette and Kimbrough 1970, Mohr 1972, both cited in Christy
and West 1993). Other threats to bats are establishment of dams that flood hibernacula (DeBlase et al
1965, Griffin 1953, Hall 1962, all cited in Christy and West 1993), and the application of pesticides,
which reduces food supplies and subjects them to contaminated prey (Clark 1981)

' Goshawk habitat is defined as hablm that is usable for nesting, roosting, and foraging. Forest habitat
need not be occupied by gosh to be dered habitat (Reynolds 1992)
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Spotted bats have been documented on all National Forests in Uiah. They have been found roosting
along rock crevices high on steep cliff faces throughout the state. Fomgmg habitat has ranged from
pinyon-juniper, desert scrub, to open ponderosa pine

B. Western Big-eared Bat (Corynorhinus townsendii)

The Townsend's big-cared bat inhabits pinyon/juniper forests, shrubvsteppe grasslands, deciduous
forests, and mixed conifer forests located at elevations between sea level and 10,000 feet elevation.
Caves, rocky outcrops, old buildings, and mine shafts provide suitable roost sites for this species. The
low ductive rate, limited availability of roost sites, and human disturbance are considered limiting

factors for this species (Spahr et al. |991)

Townsend's big-eared bats are insectivores, eating mostly moths. Breeding occurs at winter roost sites
between October and February. Because fertilization occurs during winter months, females do not
give birth until late spring or early summer. Each female usually gives birth to one offspring. Females
and young roost in communal nurseries which range in size from 12-200 individuals. The offspring fly
at three weeks and are weaned in six to eight weeks. Nurseries break up by August. During the winter
bats of this species roost singly or in small clusters in hﬂxmacuh &om Ocrober to February. They do
not migrate but occasionally move to different roosts or h p ly in resp to
temperature changes (Spahr et al. 1991).

The Townsend's big-eared bat occurs throughout North America, from British Columbia to southern
Mexico, and east to Soulh Dakom nnd western Tew and Oklahoma. [solated populations exist in
southern Mi and Oklahoma, and in eastem Kentucky, West
Virginia, and western Virginia (Splhr etal 1991).

Townsend's big-eared bats have been located on all National Forests in Utah. They have been located
roosting in caves, old mines and abandon buildings. Foraging habitat includes mixed conifer, pine
forests, pinyon-juniper, and desert scrub landscapes.

C. Flammulated Owl (Qtus flammeolus)

Flammulated owls appear to be associated with mature pine and mixed conifer habitat types (Reynolds
and Linkhart 1984). Within Montana forests, they typically occur with the yellow pine belt, which
includes ponderosa pine and Jeffrey pine (Marshall 1957, Marcot and Hill 1980). Flammulated owls
have also been found in stands of fir (Abies spp.), Douglas fir and incense cedar (Marshall 1939,
Reynolds and Linkhart 1984). Undergrowth of oak/pine mix may be a required habitat component in
some portions of its range (Phillips et al. 1964)

Radio-telemetry studies of foraging and habitat use by flammulated owls in Colorado (Linkhart 1984,
Reynolds and Linkhart 1987) showed the owl's preference to forage in old-growth (>200 years old)
ponderosa pine-Douglas fir stands over other forest types and ages available within the study area.
Goggans (1986) found that flammulated owls monitored in Oregon foraged in edge habitat between
forests and grasslands s|gmﬁcanny more than these types occurred within their home range and that
the relative proportions of arth ds (fl lated owls' main prey species), were greatest in
grassland habitat.

Flammulated owls are obligate secondary cavity nesters and rely on previously excavated cavities in
large diseased or dead trees for nest habitat (Bull and Anderson 1978, Reynokds et al. 1985). Possible
limitations to this species include the loss of suitable habitat by logging of mature forest stands and
availability of snags for nesting.

Flammulated owls are almost exclusively insectivorous, preying on small to medium-sized moths,
beetles, caterpillars, crickets, spiders, scorpions, and other arachnids. Breeding begins in May when
pair formation and nest site selection take place. Flammulated owls are obligate secondary cavity
nesters. Clutches of two to three eggs are laid in natural or flicker-sized woodpecker holes in early
June. Young are hatched after a 21-22 day incubation period and fledged in late July. They disperse
from the natal area by September. In mid-October, flammulated owls migrate to wintering grounds in
Mexico and Central America (Spahr et al. 1991)




F d owls are distributed from southern British Columbia south to Veracruz, Mexico and from
the Rocky Mountains to the Pacific during breeding. In winter their range is thought to extend from
central Mexico to Guatemala and El Salvador (Spahr et al. 1991).

Flammulated owls have been documented on all National Forests in Utah. They have been located in a
variety of habitats throughout the state, ranging from pine mixed with oak at lower elevations to mixed
conifer with fir and spruce in the upper elevations. They have also been located in aspen and pure
ponderosa pine landscapes.

D. Three-toed Woodpecker (Ricoides tridactvius)
Three-toed dpeckers are found m north ife and mixed forest types located at elevations
uplo9.000&elmdconwsodof£mhumrpmee,wb-abinﬁr.00ughﬁr.mﬁ.polldcmu
pine, k and lodgepole pine (Gabrielson and Jewett 1940, Farner 1952, Larrison and
Sonnenberg 1968, Marshall 1969). Thilpec'uisnn'uledlomwhereﬂzremmmmus_dﬂd
trees due to a fire, insect epidemic, blow-down, or other die-off (Whittle 1920, Bent 1939, Spring )
1965, Larrison and Sonnenberg 1968). Nmmbmﬂhcavuitsbcu:di-ﬂb;ﬂlbowgmumjm
spruce, tamarack, pine, cedar, and aspen trees. This species uses a variety of tree species as
mumm;ﬁig’x‘dmmmbem lnCabndo.thhwoodpeckcryufoundm
pmhouzmw\hmdmmmbrbnm;h&egonlhcthbmoh«wdbmon_
lodgepole pine trees with an average DBH of 9.4 inches and height of 59 feet. Becmselhnspects
requires snags for feeding, perching, nesting, and roosting, it is threatened by activities such as logging
and fire suppression, which remove or climinate snags (Spahr ct al. 1991).
This species feeds of wood-boring insect larvae, mostly beetles, but they also eat moth larvae and
occasionally sap at sapsucker pits. They are major predators of the spruce bark beetle and may
contribute to its control. Three-toed woodpeckers breed in May and June. Both sexes excavate the
nest cavity in a dead or occasionally live tree where they incubate an average of four eggs for 12-14
days. Young fledge at 22-26 days and remain with the parents for another month (Spahr et al. 1991).
Three-toed woodpeckers across North America from tree line south to southern Oregon and
lhoughIMmlMUuhtmewMabonﬂAMm. In castern North America they are found south
to Minnesota, southern Ontario, New York, and northern New England. They also occur across
northern Europe and Asia (Spahr et al. 1991). In the I in Region, d ies are p dto
be low; h , little infe ion is availabk
This species has been documented on all National Forests in Utah. thhmbguedhv!r‘rty
of species ranging from the lodgepole pine type on the Ashley National Forest to the high elevation
spruce type on the Dixie National Forest.

E. Northern Goshawk (dccipiter gentilis)
Northern goshawks are iated with conife and mixed forest through much of the Northern
hem’spha; (Wattel 1981). Studies of nesting habitat show that goshawks nest in older-aged forests
with variable tree species (Shuster 1980, Reynolds and Wight 1978, Saunders 1982, Moore and Henny
1983, and Hall 1984). The most i g h istic of goshawk nest sites is high
percent canopy closure. Studies on habitat characteristics at goshawk nest sites have reported average
canopy closure measurements ranging from 60 percent in castern Oregon and 77 percent in northern
California, to 94 percent in north California (Reynolds and Wight 1978, Saunders 1982, and
Hall 1984). Stand structure ranges from dense multi-layered stands in Oregon (Reynolds 1975,
Reynolds and Wight 1978) to open park-like understories in Colorado and California (Shuster )980.
Saunders 1982, Hall 1984). Average tree size is just as variable with mean tree diameters ranging
from 8-20 inches in Colorado (Shuster 1980), 20 inches in Oregon (Moore and Henny 1983), and 18
inches in northwestern California (Hall 1984)

to prefer north to east ts for nest sites as stands on these aspect are typically
Gmmw:mmﬁ (Reynolds I9!;wkmun and Wight 1982, Shuster 1980, Hall 1984). Slope
also appears important as nests are usually placed on flat to moderately sloped land where trees are
able to grow larger and at a higher density (1-39 percent) (Reynolds 1983, Shuster 1980, Hall 1984).
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The importance of the proximity of the nest area to water is not known. Saunders (1982) and Moore
and Henny (1983) found that the distances of water from nests averaged approximately 650 feet.
Reynolds (1979) suggested that permanent water source is not required but there may be a preference
for this condition.
Reynolds and Meslow (1984) found that the goshawk is a height zone generalist, taking prey from the
ground-shrub, shrub-canopy, and layers. Fischer et al. (in prep.) found preference for woodlands with
large, mature trees. Bloom et al. (1986) stress the importance of meadows, streams, and aspen stands,
which may be important to prey species on which the goshawk feeds. However, Reynolds (1979)
observed that goshawks forage in a variety of habitats probably along edge as well as in deep forests,
provided that there is available prey and ion is not too dense to prevent flight. Prey plucking
sites within the nesting territory is also a habitat characteristic related to foraging. Prey phucking sites
usually consist of stumps, fallen logs, snags, arched trees, rocks, or horizontal tree limbs below the
canopy (Bartelt 1974, Reynolds and Wight 1978). In Oregon and California studies, goshawks were
found to forage primarily on birds and mammals (Schnell 1958, Reynolds and Wight 1978, Reynolds
1979, Bloom et al. 1986). In northern Arizona, Boal and Mannon (1991) found that Steller’s jay,
northern flicker, golden-mantled ground squirrel, and the least chipmunk were the primary prey
species.
Available evid ggests that two imp food and nest habitat, are the principle
hanisms limiting gosh: densities (Newton 1989, 1991, Village 1990). Specifically, populations
may be limited by shortage of nest sites; and where nest sites are readily available, densities may be
limited by food abundance and availability.

Goshawks begin breeding activities in April. Clutches of three to five eggs are laid in mid-June with
the nestling period extending through i id-July. Nests are typically large stick platform structures built
in a fork near the trunk of the tree, on a large branch, or on top of a mistletoe whorl, 30-40 feet from
the ground in the lower two-thirds of the crown (Eng and Gullion 1962, McGowan 1975, Reynolds
1975, Bartelt 1974, Moore 1980, Hall 1984, McCarthy et al. 1989, Hennessy 1978, Shuster 1980,
Reynolds and Wight 1978). Young are fledged between July 15-August 15 and may be dependent on
adults for food until September 30. Goshawks typically build more than one nest in adjacent trees or
as far as one mile from the active nest tree. Goshawh may alt by one or more of these
alternate nests on an annual or semi-annual basis.

The Northern goshawk is holarctic in distributi In North America it occurs primarily in boreal
forests, but it also occurs far to the south in montane forests of western United States and Mexico. The
most widespread subspecies (A. g. atri occurs from the northeastern United States across the
boreal forests of Canada to Alaska and southward through the upland forests of western United States.
The gosh is partly migratory in the hemn portion of its range, where in winters of food shortage
it migs hward. In high elevations and areas, some goshawks descend to lower
clevations into woodlands, riparian areas, and scrublands during the winter (Kennedy, unpubl. data).
There is evidence that goshawks in the southwest winter in close proximity to their nesting home range
(Kennedy unpubl. data, Reynolds in prep.).

Goshawks have been located on all National Forests in Utah. They can nest and forage in a variety of
habitats ranging from Lodgepole pine and aspen to high elevation spruce.

F. Boreal Owl (degolius funereus)

The range of this owl is circumboreal. In North America, it breeds from Alaska east across Canada,
and south into the of Washing Idaho, M , Wyoming, Colorado, and recently found
in northern Utah. The boreal owl is small, chocolate brown owl with long, broad wings, and a short
tail associated with high elevation forests Average length is 9 inches. They also possess a large,
rounded head with a well-defined facial disk with no ear tufls, a light colored bill, and white head
spots.

During winter boreal owls may wander south of their breeding range. Boreal owls are closely
associated with high elevation spruce-fir forests due to their dependence on this forest type for
foraging year round. Nesting habitat structure consists of forests with a relatively high density of large
trees (12 in. dbh), open understory, and multi-layered canopy. Owls nest in cavities excavated by large




dpeckers in mixed conift aspen Douglas-fir, and spruce-fir habitat types. In summer, owls
roost in cool spruce-fir stands. [n winter, they may move down in elevation and roost in protected
forested areas. Boreal owls roost close to the bole of the tree, usually within 6 inches, probably for
both security and thermoregulation. Boreal owls avoid open areas, such as clearcuts md open
meadows, except for occasional use of edges of openings for foraging. Boreal owls actively defend
small areas in the immedinte vicinity of the nest tree. Home ranges are large, probably because oflh?
need for different forest cover types to provide for nesting, foraging, and roosting. Boreal owls don’t
migrate but are considered nomadic and will move some distances in search of prey (Spahr et al.
1991).
Boreal owls have been located on the Ashley, Uinta and Wasatch-Cache National Forests. They have
been located in aspen and spruce-fir types, primarily in the upper elevations.

G. Great Gray Owl (Strix ncbulosa)

The great gray owl is the largest North American owl measuring 18-26 inches in length. It is mostly
feathers however, and is outweighed by both the great horned and the snowy owl. ThegcnenlA
plumage color is dusky grayish brown or sooty, broken grayish white mottling. It has a large, circular
facial disk with no ear tufts. A conspicuous whit patch or “bow tie™ is present on the throat. The eyes
and bill are both yellow.

In North America, great gray owls breed from the boreal forests of Alaska, east to Ontario, and south
to north Mi h Wyoming western Montana, Idaho, Utah and through the
Sierra Nevadas of California and Nevada.

Great gray owls use mixed coniferous and hardwood forests usually bordering small openings or
meadows. They forage along edges and clearings. Semi-open areas, where small rodents are
abundant, near dense coniferous forests are desirable for roosting and nesting. During winter some
birds stay on or near breeding territories and make other irregular movements in search of prey and
fa ble snow conditi Inthe I in Region, great grays occupy primarily lodgepole
pine/Douglas-fir/aspen types and also in ponderosa pine (Spahr et al. 1991).

Great gray owls have been located on the Ashley and Wasatch-Cache National Forests. They were
located in the upper reaches of the lodgepole pine type and also in the spruce-fir type.

Indirect Effects

In addition to the direct and indirect effects discussed by species groups, the following discussion
pertaining to indirect effects are common to all species.

Effects occurring at a later time may be: 1) increase grass, forb, and shrub species dNCl'!ﬁ’) 2) increase
animal species diversity, 3) changes in localized animal distribution, 4) increased hum.m disturbances,
5) fragmentation of forested habitats, and 6) increased forested edge to interior ratios.

An indirect impact, which may occur as a result of implementing the proposed action, would be
increased human activity due to improved road access, which may displace or disrupt some species.
Improved access coupled i d and fuelwood gathering opportunities may cause further
disturbances partially as a result of off road use and a reduction in snags from woodcutting. However,
these disturbances would be seasonal and short term (1-5 years).

Direct Effects

Spotted bat (Euderma maculgtum), and Western Big-eared Bat (Corynorhinus toewnsendii)
Direct effects to these species would be minimal if any because they roost in caves, old mines, and
abandon buildings, all habitats that will not be directly affected by the proposed action. Because
specific surveys would locate individuals and/or suitable habitat, direct effects to individuals or
habitats would be minimal if any over the next four years. Effects would be documented in a project-
specific Biological Evaluation.

Flammulated Owl (Qtus flammeolus), Boreal Owl (4egolius funereus), and Great Gray Owl
(Strix nebulosa)

Effects Iting from impl ion of the proposed action would likely occur from all ground
disturbing activities pertaining to timber harvesting. This would range from the transportation system,
to the removal of mature and over mature forests. Because site-specific surveys and analyses would
occur, effects to members of these species and their habitat would be minimal, if any over the next four
years. Effects would be documented in a project-specific Biological Evaluation.

Three-toed Woodpecker (Picoides tridactylus)

B three-toed dpeckers forage and nest in forested landscapes, effects resulting from
implementation of the proposed action would likely occur from all actions pertaining to timber
harvesting. Effects could range from devek of the ion system, to fuelwood gathering.

Because site-specific surveys will be conducted on all pmjecn.rwhich occur in potentially suitable
habitat, effects to this species and their habitat would be minimal if any over the next four years.
Effects would be documented in a project-specific Biological Evaluation.

Northern Goshawk (dccipiter gentilis)

Direct effects that may occur to this species as a result of implementation of the proposed action
inchude all action pertaining to timber harvesting. Effects would likely occur from activities such as
development of the transportation system, harvesting trees, and human use of the project areas
proceeding the implementation. Because project-specific surveys in bination with impl '
of the approved Conservation A Strategy and A effects would be minimal if any
over the next four years. Effects would be documented in a project-specific Biological Evaluation.

Cumulative Effects Area

“Cumulative effects” or ive impacts are those impacts on the environment which result from
the incremental effects of a proposal added to other past, present or reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of which agency or person undertakes them (see CFR 1508.7). In light of the
extremely broad geographic scope of the proposed action and the level of spatial resoluticn involved,
the analysis does not in most instances address all possible cumulative effects that may result at the
site-specific level. A more detailed analysis would be conducted at the site-specific level on all
projects that may potentially impact suitable goshawk habitat. Furthermore, this analysis is only
effective over the next 4 years until forest plans are revised. Therefore, the effects that may be
cumulative are minimal, whereas, in an extended timeframe they may be more important. In the short
timeframe involved, effects from past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions on potentially
suitable habitat may inchude those occurring from the following: ungulate grazing, timber harvest,
recreation, existing policies (c.g. fire management), endangered species act, recovery plans, existing
conservation, and ¢

The cumulative effects area for Regionally sensitive vertebrate species inchudes the entire State of Utah
and contiguous forested lands in the adjoining states of Colorado and Wyoming (Map 1). This area
includes all or portions of the sections as adapted from the Baileys Ecoregions of the United States
(1994). All or portions of the following sections were included in this analysis: Grand Canyon Lands,
Uinta Mountains, Bonneville Basin, Northern Canyon Lands, Uinta Basin, Southeastern Great Basin,
Tavaputs Plateau, Overthrust Mountains and Utah High Plateaus and Mountains sections. This
cumulative effects analysis area was selected because it rep areas where goshawks and other
regionally sensitive species are known to occupy in their normal life cycle during spring, summer, and
fall. Goshawks have been ionally observed during winter months in pinyon/juniper; however,
little information exists on winter habitat use in Utah. In addition, most of these species are known to
migrate to unknown locations, some of which could be outside of Utah. Therefore, this disclosure of
effects does not include winter habitat use.




Past use or Management

Past use or management has been highly variable throughout the State of Utah. It has included
practices such as oil, gas and mining, timber harvest, livestock grazing, a variety of recreational uses;
and many other special uses. These and other uses have had varying levels of impact on habitats for
sensitive vertebrate species. Timber management has likely had the greatest effect to habitats for the
listed species discussed in this document. Listed below is a brief di ion of past use or

regarding timber.

Past and present timber sales in the State of Utah have and will remove varying amounts of timber.

I ive timber practices have occurred in ponderosa and lodgepole pine stands. Within
the spruce/fir and mixed conifer areas, only mod harvesting has d. These areas have
varying amounts of sensitive species habitat remaining.

Average road densities from past timber harvest has left densities variable throughout the State. Road
closures are an ongoing practice on most National Forest: and are expected to continue.

Positive effects that will likely occur as a result of implementing the proposed action along with
reasonably foreseeable future actions may be: 1) improved stand health, 2) regulation of age and size
class distribution, 3) inable progression of vegetacion classes, 4) of open roads, 5)
wildlife game cover, and 6) irregular spacing and the retention of groups of old live trees with
rlocking crowns distributed through the area which will provide good wildlife cover, through
time, and provide habitat for many species of wildlife, including the spotted owl, Canada lynx,
goshawk, flammulated owl, boreal owl, great grey owl and other sensitive species that use forested
landscapes.
Strategies to retain old growth in past actions have not been strongly emphasized on National Forest
System lands in Utah or in the Intermountain Region. This was partially due to the lack of a definition
and information that Federal and State agencies had on old growth and old growth dependent and
related wildlife species. Timber management has contributed to the loss of some old growth. Forest
Plan guid: in Utah r ds varying of old growth be retained, or managed for on
National Forest System lands, if it exists. The proposed action would implement a strategy for the
management of vegetation ages or structural stages (including old growth) at the landscape level to be
carried out and maintained through time. Some areas will be deficient of large old trees due to the
nature of how and where past events have occurred, such as catastrophic loss from beetle and/or fire,
however, at the landscape level, old growth will be enhanced so that it may be managed and sustained
through time.

A positive cumulative effect of the proposed action in the spruce/fir zone would be that it may slow

down the catastrophic loss of large old trees (old growth) such as that occurring on the Dixie, Fishlake,

and Manti-LaSal National Forests and that it establishes a long range strategy which maintains and
enhances important wildlife habitat p with on a landscape with large
old trees present. Future management actions would attempt to sustain old growth characteristics
throughout the state. This would likely lead to long-term positive effects to all Regicnally sensitive
species that use forested landscapes

Past, present, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable actions should not adversely affect any of the
species evahzared within this document. The retention of old growth along with uneven-aged
management will help sustain existing and potential habitat through time. Suitable, or potentially
suitable habitat will be managed to meet the needs of the species evaluated in this document

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable timber have not imp: d riparian
habitats, which may support prey species for both goshawks and owls. Effects from past livestock
grazing has most likely degraded potentially suitable habitat for prey species used by the goshawks,
great grey and boreal owls. However, these effects are unknown and need further study
Cumulatively, however, the proposed action would not add to this past habitat degradation.

The number of occurrences of sensitive vertebrate species and the amount of suitable habitat that has
been adversely affected by previous management activities and programs on private and federal lands
has not been recorded from past activities. Given the magnitude of these activities during the past 100

years, it is likely that suitable habitat forlbcmkivcvcnchueproposedspeci:bch:gmhuwdm
been degraded by fire suppressi ing, road ion, and timber management.

Nl.  COMPLIANCE WITH MANAGEMENT DIRECTION

This Biological Evaluation process has served to review the effects to Regionally Sensitive vertebrate
species as a result of imp ing the proposed action (Alty ive F) on National Forest Systems lands in
Utah. The effects from site-specific projects throughout the state will go through individual project level
Biological Evaluati Thep ic effects being analyzed in this evaliation are not P d to
cause any adverse impacts to the species being evaluated in this document. Adverse impacts that may
affect the viability of the species evaluated in this document have been avoided.

DETERMINATION

p of the proposed action, (Alty ive F) has the p ial to impact individuals or habitat for
all of the species being evaluated in this document, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards Federal
listing or cause Federal listing, cause a loss of viability to the population or the species. Furthermore, site-
specific analyses will be conducted on each proposed project in suitable or potentially suitable habitat.

This will further ensure that site-specific projects will not contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or
cause Federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or the species.

As a result of this Biological Evaluation and its i it is my professional d ination that
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UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE
INTERMOUNTAIN REGION

BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION OF REGIONALLY
SENSITVE PLANT SPECIES FOR THE UTAH
NORTHERN GOSHAWK HABITAT MANAGEMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Draft 10-05-99 (revised)

INTRODUCTION

This p ic Biological Evaluation (BE) analyzes the p ial effects of the Utah Northern
Goshawk M: Project (Al ive F) on species listed as Regionally Sensitive by the
Intermountain Regional Forester. All National Forest System lands within the Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake,
Manti-LaSal, Uinta and Wasatch-Cache National Forests are being analyzed this BE (Map 1). The Names
of the species known or suspected to occur on the forests described above are shown in Table 1. The
occurrence of these spec-es by National chsl is documcnted m Table 2. The purpose of this biological

luation is to di ng the likely effects of the purposed action
on the status of these specnes and avoid impacts that \vould elusc a trend towards federal listing. Because
this analysis is programmatic all site-specific project proposals that implement this proposed action would
be determined in a project level biological evaluation.

The objectives of this Biological Evaluation (or A for end d, th dorp d
species) include the following (FSM 2672.41): (1.) To ensure that Foml Service actions do nol contribute
to the loss of viability of any native or desired non-native plant or animal species or contribute to animal
species trends towards Federal listing oflny species, (2.) To cornply with the Endangered Species Act that
Federal actions from Federal ies not jeopardize or ad: ly modify critical habitat of Federally listed
or proposed species, and (3.) To provide a process and sundam by which to ensure that Endangered,
Threatened, Proposed and Sensitive species receive full consideration in the decision making process.

All 66 regionally sensitive vertebrate species in Utah are being considered in this ml\mion. Table 3
documents the occurrence of those species that are known to occur in goshawk habitat', and the rational
used for determining suitable habitat that would not be affected directly, indirectly or cumulatively as a
result of implementing the proposed action.

Current Management Direction

Current policy as stated in the Forest Service Manual (FSM 2672.1) includes the following: Sensitive
species of native plant and animal species must receive special management emphasis to ensure their
viability and to preclude trends towards endangerment that would result in the need for Federal listing.

The current di fied by each N: | Forest Land and Resource Management Plan
m general is to manage classified spec;cs habitat to maintain or enhance their status through direct habitat
improvement and agency cooperation and to manage and provide habitat for recovery of endangered,
threatened and proposed species.

Table 1. Names and Status of Sensitive Plant Species known or suspected to occur in National Forest
System lands in Utah

REGION 4 SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES

Chatterly onion
Allium geyeeri chatterleyi
Sweet-flowered rock jasmine
Andorsace chamaciasme carinata
Link Trail columbine
dAquilegia grahamii
Graham columbine

Aquuilegia grahamii

' Goshawk habitat is defined as habitat that is usable for nesting, roosting, and foraging. Forest habitat
need not be occupied by goshawks to be considered habitat (Reynolds 1992)




Table 1. Names and Status of Sensitive Plant Species known or suspected to occur in National Forest Table 1. Names and Status of Sensitive Plant Species known or suspected to occur in National Forest
System lands in Utah System lands In Utsh
(continued)
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REGION 4 SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES REGION 4 SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES

Petiolate wormwood
{rtemisi . ?

Barneby woody aster

dster kingii var, barnebyana

Bicknell milkvetch

Erigeron maguirei
LaSal daisy

Erigeron mancus
Untermann daisy

Eni -
‘Widtsoe buckwheat
Elsinore buckwheat
Eriogonum b it Gatland
Logan buckwheat
‘Wonderland Alice flower
Gilia caespitosa
Pine Valley goldenweed
Haplopappus crispus

Canyon sweetvetch
Hedsarum occidentale var. canone

Jones goldenaster

Wasatch jamesia
Zion jamesia
Jamesia americana zionis




Table 1. Names and Status of Sensitive Plant Species known or suspected to occur in National Forest Table 1. Names and Status of Sensitive Plant Species known or suspected to occur in National Forest
System lands in Utah System lands in Utah
(continued) (continued)

— —_—
REGION 4 SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES REGION 4 SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES

Neeses' peppergrass Uinta green thread

Lepedium montanum var. neesege Thelesperma pubescens

Garrett bladderpod Bicknell thelsperma

Lesquerella garrettii Thelesperma subnuda var. glpina

Lomatium latilobum Townsendia jonesii var. lutea

Fish Lake naiad 2

Najas caespitosa Table 2 — Occurrence of Sensitive Species by National Forest in Utah

Artic poppy
Lapaver radicatum var. pygmaeum : Plant Species Ash | Fish
Paria breadroot Chatterly onion

Pediomelum pariense —Allium geveeri chanierlevi
Sweet-flowered rock jasmine

Red Canyon beardtongue -

Penstemon bracteatus

Link Trail columbine
Cache beardtongue
LBenstemon compactus Graham columbine
) (uilegi hamii
Little penstemon Petiolate wormwood
Penstemon parvus .
Pimyon penstemon Bameby woody aster
Penstemon pinorum . ingii var.
Ward beardtongue Bicknell milkvetch
Dana milkvetch
Angell cinquefoil
Pontentilla angelliae Starving milkvetch

Cottam cinquefoil t
Pontentilla cottamii Navajo Lake milkvetch
Arizona willow
Salix arizonica

var. [j}

Senecio castroeus

Senecio malmstenii

Senecio musiniensis
Maguire campion

Silene petersonii
Rock-tansy
Sphaeromeria capiata
Caespitose greenthread
Thelesperma caespitosa




Table 2 - Occurrence of Sensitive Species by National Forest in Utah Table 2 - Occurrence of Sensitive Species by National Forest in Utah
(continued) (continued)

Plant Species | Ash ] 3 Plant Species Ash
Yellow-white catseye Neeses' peppergrass

var.

—Soplanthg ochroleuca :
Pinnate spring-parsley Garrett bladderpod

" Cedar Breaks biscuitroot o " Canyonlands lomatium

—_Sympoterus minimis. §
Brownie ladyslipper - o Fish Lake naiad

Rockress draba ) ) ~Artic pr—
i Var. pygmaeum

Paria breadroot

—Pediomelum pariense
Red Canyon beardtongue

Cache beardtongue

Little penstemon

Pinyon penstemon
g

Ward beardtongue

Angell cinquefoil

“Cottam cinquefoil

Arizona willow

Beaver Mountain groundsel

Podunk groundsel

__Senecio malmstenii
Musinea groundsel

Logan buckwheat ' Maguire camplon

Wonderland Alice flower T i Rock-tansy

Pine Valley goldenweed 1T Caespitose greenthread

Canyon sweetvetch ) i i Uinta green thread

Jones goldenaster ] - Bicknell thelsperma

Wasatch jamesia i Sevier townsendia
P | 5 T

Zion jamesia i - i T Smith violet

_ Jamesig americanazionis 1 o — Liola franksmithy




Table 3. Habitat suitability and species occurrence in goshawk habitat' for sensitive species on

Table 3. Habitat suitability and species occurrence in goshawk habitat' for sensitive species on National Forest System lands in Utah
nal

National Forest System lands in Utah

Sensitive Plant Species

Occurring In Habitat
Used By Goshawk

Habitat Unsuitable based on the
Following

Chatterly onion

Occurs in shales or barren areas
not affected by this action

Sweet-flowered rock jasmine

Occurs in Alpine tundra not
affected by this project

Link Trail columbine

Occurs in riparian areas not
affected by this action

Graham columbine
lei hamil

Occurs in hanging garden habitat
not affected by this project

Petiolate wormwood
Ariemisia campestris petiolata

Occurs in scattered Ponderosa pine
and mountain brush community on

steep slopes

Barneby woody aster
Aster kingii var. barnebyana

Occurs on rock outcrops in
mountain mahogany-oak
communi

Bicknell milkvetch
Astragalus consobrinus

Occurs in sagebrush-grassland and
pinyon-juniper on he mancos shale
formation

Dana milkvetch

Starving milkvetch

Occurs on sagebrush and
ebrush-juniper communities

Navajo Lake milkvetch
dstragalus limnocharis var. limnocharis

Occurs on poor sites with loose
rocks and clay, often in the pink
slopes of the Wasatch Limestone
formation

Table Cliff milkvetch
dstragalus limnocharis var. tabulaeus

Occurs m steep, unstable limestone
slopes in the Pink Member of the
Wasatch Limestone formation

Guard milkvetch

Occurs in pinyon-juniper and

mahogany c

Damty moonwort

L
Occurs in open meadows and wet
areas not affected by this action

Paradox moonwort

Occurs in open meadows and wet
areas not affected by this action

Tushar paintbrush
—_Kastillgja parvulg var. parvela
Reveal paintbrush

—Castilleia parvula var. revealii

Occurs ion alpine meadows and
igneous rockbeds

Occurs on exposed Wasatch

Creutzfeldt-flor cryptanth
Cryptantha creutzfeldtii

limestone on steep slopes
Occurs in shadscale and mat
atriplex communities on barren
slope in shales

Yellow-white catseye

Ponderosa pine/ bristlecone pine

type in exposed Wasatch |

' Goshawk habitat is defined as habitat that is unable for nesting, roosting, and foraging

poshawks 10 be considered habitat (Reynolds 1992)

Forest habitat need not be occupied by

(continued)

Sensitive Plant Species

Occurring In Habitat

Habitat Unsuitable based on the
Following

Pinnate spring-parsley
Cymopterus beckii

Occurs in sandy or stoney places
in the ponderosa pine type

Cedar Breaks biscuitroot
Cympoterus minimus

Occurs in exposed Wasatch
limestone in ponderosa and

br pine type

Brownie ladyslipper
P : "

Rockress draba
Draba densifolia apiculata

Occurs in the alpine type not
affected by this action

Maguire draba
e rei

Occurs in rock outcrops not
affected by this action

Creeping draba

i«

Occurs in alpine type not affected
by this action

“Nevada willowherb
Epilobium nevad.

Occurs in rock outcrops not
affected by this action

Abajo daisy
__Erigeron gbajoensis

Occurs in open rock sites

Carrington daisy
Erigeron carringtonae

Occurs in meadows and
escarpment margins on Flagstaff
limestone

Cronquist daisy
__Erigeron cronguistii

Occurs in crevices in limestone
cliffs and talus

Kachina daisy
Erigeron kachinensis

Occurs in seeps, hanging gardens,
and open slickrock at higher
elevations

Maguire daisy
4 irei

Occurs in rocky outcrops in the
uniper

LaSal daisy
__ Erigeron mancus

Occurs in alpine grass-sedge and
forb communities

Untermann daisy
Eri :

Occurs in pinyon-juniper
community nit affected by this
action

Widtsoe buckwheat
Erogonum aretioidesi

Occurs in ponderosa and
bristlecone pine communities in
exposed Wasatch limestone

Elsinore buckwheat
ii var. ostlundii

Occurs in desert shrub and juniper
communities

i
_Logan buckwheat
i ) —
Wonderland Alice flower

__Gilia caespitesa

Occurs in sagebrush-bunchgrass
and rocky outcrops o

Occurs in pinyon-juniper

community in rock outcrops

Pine Valley goldenweed
Haplopappus crispus

Occur in open areas associated
with Ponderosa pine, fir and

' Goshawk habitat is defined as habitat that is unable for nesting. roosting. and foraging.Forest habitat need not be occupied by

goshawks to be considered habitat (Reynolds 1992)




Table 3. Habitat suitability and species occurrence in goshawk habitat' for sensitive species on
Table 3. Habitat suitability and species occurrence in goshawk habitat' for sensitive species on National Forest System lands in Utah

National Forest System lands in Utah (continued)

(continued)

Sensitive Plant Species

Occurring In Habitat
Used By Goshawk

Habitat Unsuitable based on the
__Following

Canyon sweetvetch

_Hedsarum occidentale var. canone

Occurs m pinyon-juniper,

gebrush coms

Jones goldenaster
H, G

Occurs on sandstone or in sand in
the ponderosa pine and manzanita
communities

Wasatch jamesia
Jamesia americana macrocalyx

Occurs on cliff faces and rocky
outcrops in the mountain brush
and spruce-fir type

Zion jamesia
Jamesia americana zionis

Occurs on cliffsides in the pinyon-
Jjuniper and ponderosa pine
communities

Neeses' peppergrass
Lepedium montanum var. neeseae

Occurs in open sandstone
formations in the pondcrosa pine

Garrett bladderpod
__Lesquerella garrettii

Occurs in rocky outcrops in the

Canyonlands lomatium

Occurs in pinyon-juniper

34

Fish Lake naiad
Nai it

Occurs in aquatic ecosystems not
affected by this action

Artic poppy
__Papaver radicatum var. pygmaeum

Occurs in the alpine community

alpine community

Paria breadroot
Pediomelum pariense

Occurs in exposed Wasatch
limestone formation in the pinyon-
juniper and ponderosa pine
communities

Red Canyon beardtongue
Penstemon bracieatus

Occurs in open gravelly slopes and
rock slides along lhe exposed
Wasatch I

Cache beardtongue

Occurs in rock outcrops where this
action will not affect

Little penstemon
Penstemon parvus

Occurs in openings within the
sagebrush-grass, pinyon-juniper,
and spruce communities

Pinyon penstemon

Ward beardtongue
Penstemon wardii

Occurs in pinyon-juniper
community

Occurs in the desert shrub, pinyon-
Jjuniper, sagebrush, and shadescale

Angell cinquefoil

Occurs in sparsely vegetated rocky

Cottam cinquefoil
Pontentilla cottamii

' Goshawk habitat is defined as habitat that 1s unable for nesting. roosting. and foraging

goshawks 10 be considered habitat (Reynolds 1992)

Occ:n in cracks and crevices of
quartzite outcrops not affected by
this action

Forest habutat need not be occupied by

Sensitive Plant Species
Arizona willow

Occurring In Habitat
Used By Goshawk

Habitat Unsuitable based on the

X

Occurs in riparian areas in the
g S

__Salixgrizonica
Beaver Mountain groundsel

mmunity
Occurs in the alpine community
not affected by this action

Podunk groundsel
Cenect malmunil

Occurs on talus slopes of the
Claron formation in bristlecone

pine, spruce, fir and other conifers

Musinea groundsel
Senecio musiniensis

Occurs in Flagstaff formation on
barren slopes

Mngun clmplon

Occurs on openings in calcareous
limestone igneous gravels in
ponderosa pine, spruce-fir and

Rock-tansy
ia capiata

Occurs on exposed slopes of the
Cedar Brakes Limestone
formation within the bristlecone
pine co! i

Caespitose greenthread
it

Oecunllonawlmelhlebauhn
in the col

Uinta green thread

Occurs in gnnhnt sagebrush-
land in cobbly soils

Bicknell thelsperma
Thelesperma subnuda var. glpina

Occurs in the pinyon-juniper,
bristlecone pine, mountainbrush
communities in the Navajo
Sand: and Carmel L
formations

Sevier townsendia
I fia [ongsii var.

Occurs in salt desert shrub and

Smith violet
Viola franksmithii

Occurs in cracks, crevices, and
holes in outcrops of limestone and
dolomite not affected by this
project

Proposed Action
Burpose and Need for Action

Purpose: This project was initiated not because the agency was concemed that we would lose a viable
population of goshawks prior to revision of Forest Plans in Uu.h (projected (o be 4 years), but in

response to identified concerns that current

d actions that could

degrade habitat and did not emphasize some actions needed to ‘maintain o restore goshawk habitat. In
addition, new direction was needed to provide greater consistency in management of habitat for the
goshawk. Current direction is not sufficient to provide consistency, resulting in a variety of
interpretations on how to manage goshawk habitat. For a far-ranging species such as the goshawk that

spans multiple national forests and other

jurisdictional boundaries,

y in habitat

is an essential component of actions needed lo provide reasonable assurances that habitat to support

viable gosh 1 can be

d in the future

' Goshawk habitat is defined as habitat that is unable for nesting. roosting, and foraging  Forest habitat need not be occupied by

goshawks to be considered habitat (Reynolds 1992)




Due to the important role NFS lands play in restoring or maintaining habitat for the northern
goshawk in Utah, the Intermountain Region elected to take action to determine how to incorporate
principles recommended in the HCS mnto management actions proposed in the future. This action
will to on-going y efforts to prevent the goshawk from being listed as
threatened or endangered. Once a species i listed as endangered or threatened, options for
management can be reduced.

Need: A habitat and d: for the northern goshawk and
subsequent habitat conservation strategy were developed for the State of Utah in response to suspected
downward trends in goshawk habitat and/or populations. Due (o the important role NFS lands play in
mtonng or mammxng forested habitat for the northern goshawk, there is an immediate nced to

the and dations from these d mto for

the reuons stated below.

Changes in forest structure, wpcc;ally large tree removal and other forest management activities singly
orin bination, may negatively affect goshawl lations (Crocker-Bedford 1990). In addition,
fire exclusion has resulted in an mgrowlho(fomsumadsbysmdcloknm species. This in and of
itself would likely not lead to goshawk population declines. In the short term the increase in older
seral conditions may actually be beneficial. The main issue is the changes in fire severity and risk of
large-scale habitat losses from catastrophic fire and insect events that would ultimately lead to a loss of
nesting habitat (Bloom et al. 1986, Herron et al. 1985, Kennedy 1989) [Graham et al. 1999).

Each of the six national forests identified in Chapter 1.4.1 completed | Infe

Reports (SIRs). The SIRs assessed the sufficiency of management direction in current forest plans to
allow use of new information, including d found in the A and
HCS. While current management direction would allow for use of the recommendations at the project
level, some direction was so broad that it also allowed actions that could degrade goshawk habitat. As
aresult, it was determined that amendments to current forest plans are necessary to address new

information found in the assessment and strategy.

e and of th

Geographic Range: The Proposed Action provides management direction for affected forested
habitats on NFS lands within the Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache
National Forests (NF) (hereinafter referred to as Utah's NFs) of the Intermountain Region.
Specifically, the geographic area described includes the majority of NFS lands in the State of Utah,
with small portions of Wyoming and Colorado. The total NFS lands within these six national forests is
approximately 8.1 million acres; 7.98 million acres in Utah, 90,000 acres in Wyoming and 30,000
acres in Colorado. Coniferous and aspen forests occur on approximately 3.9 million acres of this 8.1
million acres.

Scope: Under the provisions of the NFMA, this action will amend current management direction in six
JSorest plans. It will provide consistency in future project design. implementation and monitoring on
the Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache NFs where habitat for the
goshawk and its prey is involved. When forest plans for the affected national forests are revised, the
management direction adopted through this amendment will be integrated as needed to best meet the
intent of the conservation strategy and assessment.

Components of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative F)

Categories of Management Direction: The proposed management direction will apply to all forested
habitats on the affected national forests except as exempted (see "Features Common to All Action
Alternatives”). Seven categories of direction/req have been developed. These
management direction calegom are:

Category I: Native processes. This category applies to all aspects of a goshawk home range!.
Natural disturbances (i.c., fire, insects, dmundwnd)mntepﬂpmeamnmytyﬂm
Species like the gosblwk lnd its preyh.lvc evolved in response to environmental changes
mggaedby g or ing these d is one of the best indicators

) inabili ini lations of goshawks (Graham et al. 1999;
HCS l998 R4 Properly Funcuonmg Condition (PFC) Prooea 1998).

Category 2: Forest composition. This category applies to all aspects of a goshawk home range.
Forest composition focuses on the importance of seral specm nnd mnve :pecu in landscape
diversity. Landscape diversity is the variety of plant d at the land:
level (including their identity, distribution, juxtaposition, and seral stage). The diversity ofphm
species present within a landscape, especially seral and native species, can have a profound
mmenceonlhemxlmyoflsyuemmdthclbﬂﬁyohlynmlomzwormmmmd

pagate itself after disturb The of an ecological system, inchudi
its ability to produce desirable outputs such as habitat for goshwk and its prey, depends upon
potential renewal (ibid.).

Category 3: Forest structure. Ths ca(egory applies to all aspects of a gmh.wk home range.
Alt ives address biological tural attrib (ie., vegt | stage,
snags, down logs and woody debris, and canoyy closure) important to hebitat for the goshawk
and its prey. The sizes, shapes, patterns, and connectivity of these habitat attributes all influence
the ability of the goshawk and its prey to exist in landscapes (Graham et al. 1999; HCS 1998;
Reynolds et al. 1992).

Category 4. Nest and post-fledgling areas only. This category applies only to non-exempt
foresled acres wﬁhm deﬁned nﬂt and post- ﬂedglmg areas. Direction provides additional

designed to sustain nest and post-fledgling areas (Graham et
al 1999; HCS 1998; Reynolds etal 1992).

Category 5: Other miscellancous areas of concern. Some alternatives provide a mix of additional
direction addressing other areas of concern lha( may be important to sustaining habitat for the
goshawk and its prey. When is included in this category, it applies to all
aspects of a goshawk home range, all forested acres except as exempted. Alternatives address
items such as road disturbance, grazing practices, and the need to do landscape assessments to
provide context for future project design and implementation (Graham et al. 1999; HCS, 1998;
Reynolds et al. 1992; Arizona Game and Fish, 1992/93 Braun et al. 1996; conservation biologist
for Forest Guardians and South Center for Biological Diversity).

J . Al P Fspecl.ﬁc‘ﬂy the i of
providing direction to prioritize in areas req iring ion or areas at high risk to
being lost or degraded for the inder of the current planning period. M: direction is
applied to all aspects of a goshawk home range (Gnhmel ll 1999).

Category 7: Monitoring Requirements. Key features in any adaptive management strategy are
implementation monitoring and, to a lesser extent, effecti monitoring; valid:
monitoring is not addressed. The short-term nature of this direction (remainder of the current
planning period) will not allow for meaningful vnhdluon monnomg Mumlormg is mcorpomed
into all alternatives, but will not be used to comp: d with this
posal does not preclud blished monitoring efforts by the individual national forests (HCS,
1998).

! A home range refers to all non-exempt forested acres within nest. post-fledgling (brood rearing) and foraging areas where
management direction under the category will apply




Desired Habitat Condition: The Assessment by Graham et al. (1999) states that all forested
landscapes in Utah are potentially suitable as goshawk habitat for some portion of their life cycle
(HCS, page 4). Forested landscapes include those areas dominated by coniferous and aspen forest; but
not woodlands such as pinyon-juniper.

In general, when forested landscapes of Utah are in a properly functioning condition (PFC 1998) they
will provide excellent habitat for the goshawk and its prey (Graham et al. 1999). Desired habitat
attributes important to the home range of the goshawk and its prey, as stated in the HCS, inchude :

1. Diverse forest cover types with strong representation of early seral tree species dominate the
landscape.

apart, exist through p habitat).

Forested landscapes have 40% of the coniferous land area and 30% of the aspen land arca
dominated by large trees (older vegetative structural stages (VSS) 5 and 6), well distributed.
urgetrealredcﬁmdbuedonlhclvengesizcofmfnmdhlhemmdby(hesilc
potential

Habitats for prey and other associated species are present to meet their needs as described by
Reynolds el al. 1992 and Graham et al. 1999 (e.g., snags, down woody, cover, etc.).

5. A variety of | stages as ded by Reynolds et al. (1992) are present.

High quality habitat patches that are no more than 60 miles apart, preferably less thar 20 miles
land: ps 4 habitat).

A balance of structural stages across the landscape is needed to ensure the larger structural stages are
sustained over time. Tree densities in the smaller structural stages should promote accelerated tree
growth into the larger stages and maintain crown devek imp to meeting desired

canopy closures in the larger stages. Outside of nest areas, there s!r:ould be open understories in the
larger structural stages with trees irregularly spaced (Reynolds et al. 1992; Graham et al. 1999).

Nesting habitat is an essential component of goshawk home range. With the associated post-fledgling
family area, it ib to habitat ivity across landscapes and the I i of
goshawks into the population (Graham et al. 1999). Both habitat connectivity and continuo
recruitment are important comp for ining viable populations of the northern goshawk in
Utah. Thus, it is desirable to have nesting habitat and the associated post-fledgling areas well-
distributed within and across forested landscapes. Desired nest arca habitat varies from the overall
home range habitat in that it typically occurs in older-aged stands that have a higher density of large
trees, high tree canopy cover, and higher understory tree density.

To understand relationships of these desired habitat conditions they must be viewed in scales at tens of
thousands of acres or larger. Scales greater than hundreds of thousands of acres are too large to ensure
that desired habitat connectivity attributes are sufficiently distributed.

Where the Proposed Management Direction Will and Will Not Be Applied: The proposed
management direction will apply to National Forest System lands within the Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake,
Manti-LaSal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache National Forests found within the State of Utah, with small
portions of these forests in Wyoming and Colorado.

This direction will apply to forested habitats found within the approximately 8.1 million acres of

National Forest System lands within the six 'Utah National Forest identified, except in the following
areas:

(1) Designated wilderness areas;

(2) Ad atively or Congr lly designated areas with a defined purpose (c.g., Research
Natural Areas, National Recreation Areas, etc.);

(3) Areas managed or alk d for d ion use and devek (does not
inchade ski resorts; ski resorts included under category #5 below);

(4) National Forest System lands that are significantly influenced by lands in other ownership (e.g.,
high use urban interface areas); or,

(5) Areas allocated for leasable mineral activities in current formphmz.mundcraining specn!
use permi’s (includes ski resorts) which allow vegs disturb or (

will
be managed to meet the intent of the permit), or current administrative site uses and development.

In these areas, current forest plan direction will still apply. However, when rhe direction adopted for
management of goshawk habitat through this amendment does not conflict with the primary use in the
exemption area, it will be applied. Refer to Table | for acres by forest and exemption area.

While the direction adopted in this amendment will only be applied when it does not conflict with the
primary use of an area, the contribution of these areas to sustaining wabitat components for the
goshawk and its prey are still imp and will be analyzed and evaluated through the landscape
assessment process. For example, areas such as wilderness may provide suitable goshawk habitat
which may influence how habitat attributes in areas outside the wilderness are managed through time.
However, vegetation in the wild is managed to meet the goals of the wilderness resource which
may or may pot be contrary to suitable goshawk habitat.

Areas where the proposed direction will and will not apply (#1-5 above) are shown on Maps | through
7 in Appendix D, when of sufficient size to be mapped. Due to the small size of some areas included
under #5, all areas are not shown on the attached map. Examples of these types of arcas inchude
existing electronic sites, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) sites, h plots, and some utility
corridors and rights-of-way.

In addition to areas defined in #1-5 above, any valid, prior existing rights on National Forest System
lands will not be affected by this amendment. Also, locatable, mineral material or leasable mineral
nclivitiamd&cih'tiellMblvebeenm\horimdﬁormchuscunderexistingphm.liemuor
permiu‘.orhavcbecnbuedorm\horimdﬂurhsmgsprhnome‘ ision date of this ‘.
will not be affected by this Restricti quired on mineral activities in these si i
must be consistent with the mining laws, lease rights, and existing lease stipulations. Leasable mineral
uses and activities that will not be affected include both on and off-lease activities and facilitiesS
reasonably required to exercise rights granted by the mineral leases. However, appropriate measures

‘AMAM/'M:‘““JFMM: Areas designated by existing Forest Plans with management emphasis
on mineral activities. For example: This includes MMA management units (Minerals Management Area) on the Manti-La Sal
National Forest where coal mine facilities exist or are and are i managed for leasable mineral
activities.

I Minerai Activities and Facilities: Those activities and facilities nceded to reasonably explore for and produce locatable and leasable
minerals and mineral materials consistent with the rights granted by a plan of operation, permit, license, lease and requirements of
applicable laws, regulations, and lease terms, conditions, and stipulations.

“Plans or Permit Areas: AmMM,IMumeMMquwhw@ﬁxﬁmiﬂ
mﬂlnmummhmulmpmmup_ and dey nt wells, prelis
wm-&-mmm.-wl-mmmnmm_um¢amm.mmm
limited to) access roads, sediment ponds, staging or office facilities, pipelines, ventilation breakouts/shafts, etc.

’MAMM[-L-‘-: muwm«mgmumacmwmmwnummk
agency for leasing by the Forest Service prior o the date of the Goshawk decision. This does not include all areas potentiality
available for mineral leasing under Forest Plans.

S Activities/Facilicies Required to Exercise Rights Granted by a Lease: This will include such activities and facilities within or
outside of existing leases reasonably necessary to exercise pre-existing rights mndhyllmcmnt‘p:!lonmllat_em.
conditions, and stipulations. They will include and facilities, jon of existing Forest Service roads
for sccess to ities, and of new facilities (roads, pipelines, powerimes)




will be taken to protect goshawk habitat and nes
- t and nesting activity to the
permittee, or operator and/or within the legal auth st of to "“‘:“ agreed to by the lessee,

The proposed directi . ; Alternative F: This alternative responds to the issue that "M: ivities should
mmdmm: nwﬂ]ml'Pl:"}'ll'urm.ll-.’»;bove,cvrrelnn'veloc’u'mngu,e,o,.lwm onmlinlenlnceoflnbimmnrisklopmvideﬁ)rdngululopponunity(omhhnhzmyﬁmhcr
degradation of habitat and loss of s options.” This ive focuses on
goshawk habitat acres at-risk. Acres at-risk are defined as those that, during the life of this
amendment, may lose sufficient habitat imp to the goshawk and its prey, such that they
wil.lnolongctbenleduhjghlndoplhmmhlbiulbuedonthe(}nhmctll.(l999)mingptoow.
plan will not always allow for the Byfocushsmgem:nlonlhouﬁ)muedmulhalmnywulr‘nkof&oppiuﬁomhidund
management direction; or management opthmlmgoshwkhnbiullolowormduuc.lhcngawywindolhemonnundninovenhc
. < . pmjec(eddywﬁfeofmhmmdmmmhhniumymmbuofkeymm Graham et
.y p licati - al. (1999) use the current distribution and ivity of high and optimum habitat as their basis for
ining if sufficient of habitat are available in the State of Utah to support the currently
viable population of goshawks.

®  the forested habitats in these areas
:monexuhxiom;or_ are managed for other purposes as defined by current policy,
existing use permitted under
,ﬁm""‘r e the current forest
degree of i - N
of this directios 'n:mmmm'dmmmodm

above is important ¢ : current management direction and allowing fo dis :
,h,b“mm"hmmowzmhmdommummromwm D:s ,;:,.? 3 )
of Utah (refer to Chapter 4 W:onwonme Iy visble pocaktion or not result in & This alternative is similar to Alternative C. The key elements that changed in this alternative are:
Chapter 4, section 4.3.2).
dpoli of M . 1. Al long term goals common to Alternative C and other action alternatives were deleted and
A - tion: The direction replaced with a single goal which focuses on short-term maintenance or restoration of high or
to rhvi %
gmu for whx_h there has not been a decision document :ueu:;::?d‘;:m will only optimum habitats (per Graham et al. 1999 assessment process),
s prospective only. o the effective date of Unlike other action alternatives, an objective was added which emphasizes the need to treat at
Table 1: Acres by forest and ex . least l000mperyuronmchndminismliveuniﬂoﬁmheruch‘tv:mmlofthcsbonl:rmgol!
emption category previously discussed.
. This alternative includes grazing direction. The focus is on the need to change grazing practices
Acres Direction will not only in those areas where land: ine grazing is a factor in putting a
landscape at-risk relative to habitat needs of the goshawk.

2

RNAs, Six monitoring requi are inchided under this ive, m-1 through m-S, and m-7. This is

| Forest | (mill Apply Acres NRAs, 4 lhcumeasAhemalivtsC.Ddeexoep(u:egnzingmquirummundcrAkuwich.m—G,‘u

3 replaced with m-7.

II. EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT.

A total of 66 Regionally Sensitive Plant Species occur on National Forest Systems lands in Utah
(Table 1). Of the 66 identified, only 4 occur in goshawk habitat' where effects may be encountered.
m4specieslhalwiubemlyudhd\isdocumlmiduuiﬁethable 3.

Existing Environment

A complete list of all Regionally Sensiti Species can be found in Table 1. In addition, location
information by National Forest can also be found in Table 2. Listed below are the sensitive plant
species that may occur in goshawk habitat '

SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES

Aquairus Paintbrush (Castileja aquariensis)

Aquarius paintbrush is an herbaceous member of the figwort family (Scrophulariaceae), which grows
erect, 1.2-2.6 dm tall. There are several unbranched stems, which are irregular in length and often
blue-purple in color. The leaves are linear-lanceolate with fine hairs and arise erectly along the stem.
Th:inﬁomcmispl\cyeﬂowcxcqatforlhcmddishmnrgi\sohheglh.haky.mdghﬂnhx. The

Ba5 - Inchudes ski resort acres. Severa bracts are broadly lanceolate to ovate, the lower ones are entire. The sepals are cleft, deeper in front
‘uwlwuu-—-muk’:::;emq:-no(m;l::-;nl.u.umwd,,w Nisk - than in back. The petals are 1.3-1.6 cm long. The anthers have basal tufts of hair and the stigmas are
developed; they are not included on these " orestwide mapping of these areas i

acres estimated under R maps. However, these areas are in the is still being
&wmnﬁ“hm‘h;{ﬂhxwulmmm in chapter 3 and 4 of this hﬂﬁ?fm';:;;m,:, ' Goshawk habitat is defined as habitat that is usable for nesting. roosting, and foraging Forest habiitat need not be occupied by

goshawks to be considered habitat (Reynolds 1992)




black and spherical (Spahr et al. 1991). Flowering begins soon after snowmelt, mid-June through mid-
August. It produces a capsule 7-10 mm long with about 100 seeds. Seed is set in15-20 days and is
scattered by the wind, small birds and mammals. Surviving plants overwinter by a perennial root
(Spahr et al. 1991).

Aquarius paintbrush is restricted to the Aquarius Plateau and the top of Boulder Mountain in Garfield
and Wayne Counties, Utah. Its entire known distribution is on lands admini by the Teasdale and
Escalante Ranger Districts of the Dixie National Forest. It was first collected in 1905, and was
recognized and described as a new species by Noel Holmgren in 1973 (Holmgren 1973).

On the Aquarius Plateau, the Aquarius paintbrush is found at elevations ranging from 9,150 to 10,500
feet, on gently rolling terrain, often forming broad, shallow swales, and on clay loam or clay sand soils,

usually with high gravel content. Tuhy (1991) found that this species occurs in two types of habitats
on the Aquarius Plateau:

I. Sd’vuugebmshmndowsnwh:hlhcgmundhufewormsmblemcksorbouldenmnercd

Within the sagebrush/grass meadows on the Aquarius Plateau are local areas with large amounts
ofmguhrcobblcsmdmcbonuzgmundl\uﬁoe,wnhp'us—tbrbmrfgrowmsmlherock
mterspaces. These rockier sites have the same species composition as in the non-rocky sites
described above.

mAqwmmwmhwnhomhsﬁvqwlymcmofmmhfgemmmﬂ
otherwise appear to have suitable habitat such as in upper Dark Valley, upper Rock Spring Draw, and
near Big Lake. In many locations it also grows along the edges of the sagebrush/grass meadows
adjacent to the conifer-aspen forest patches. It has never been observed growing in the understories of
the forest communities on the Aquarius Plateau.

Essential habitat on Aquarius Platcau has been designated in three areas: 1) the eastern portion of
Dawis Flat, on both sides of the main Bicknell-Escalante Road, 2) the low summit or divide along the
primitive road between Big Lake and Lake Philo, and 3) inside the Big Lake Exclosure (Tuhy 1991)

In 1983, a management plan for Castilleja aquariensis was prepared and approved, a single permanent
monnomaplolon(heAquhxmwuubhbd.uﬂgmaalbwnmoﬂhnspe:umpped
Fieldwork by Atwood (1989) found that there was a large discrepancy between abundance of
Castilleia aguariensis between July (before grazing) and August (late in grazing season) and cast
doubts on the immediate survival and long-term viability of the species. In 1990 a cooperative cost-
share project between the Dixie National Forest and the Utah Natural Heritage Program nvestigated
the distribution, status, and habitat characteristics of this species, the effects of land uses, and
recommendations for future action (Tuhy 1991). In 1992 a cooperative education project was begun
with Brigham Young University to further study this species. This study showed that 1) ungrazed
plants were significantly larger than grazed plants, 2) fruiting success of individual plants was
sign'ﬁum)ygrulawimplnmmw\udlﬂaﬂowmhdlwetndmheﬂhnbcfomﬂowmng.
and 3) ungrazed plants usually set more fruits than plants grazed after the onset of flowering
(Whittekiend 1992).

The current number of Aquarius paintbrush plants is estimated to be about 45,000. At present, there
are seven app: ly viable populations of the species, ining 93 percent of the total number of
plants. By far the largest of these populations, in terms of area and paintbrush numbers, are on the
Boulder Top (Tuhy 1991).

Limiting factors to this species’ survival include: road reali or other jon activity, which
de stroys, modifies, or curtails habitat and grazing and trampling by livestock and big game (Tuhy
1991).

AnmhugmcyComavmnAgtmndSmegyhubemdcvebpedbnheAqum

This agr d the U.S. Forest Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
lo specific actions whnchreduoedmupecﬂthw;mdpmwde long-term protection and habitat
improvements.

Arizona Willow (Salix grizonica)

The Arizona willow (Salicaceae) is a small shrub up to two feet tall that can be scraggly, rounded, and
prostrate or thicket formed (Galeano-Popp 1988). Leaves, 0.4-1.8 in long and 0.2-0.9 in wide, are
rounded or nearly heart-shaped at the base, with fine-toothed margins. The current year's stems are
bright red but become lighter as the season progresses. Stems commonly have two to six leaves
(USFWS 1992a). Male catkins are one to three cm long, with brown to black pubescent scales and
female catkins are between one to four cm long. This species is related to and can be confused with
Salix boothii in morphology (Keamey and Peebles 1960).

AuordmgloAmmdocumx Salix arizonica occurs at elevations above 8,500 feet in wet

ienegas on volcanic soils (Galeano-Popp, 1988). In Utah, Arizona willow
hllhobeenfoundubwusjooﬁelonMwm(Mud 1996). Most plants have been
found adj top ial water and less ly in d adjacent to forest edges or meadows
wnhnpcnenmdsohpnwe Species associated with the Arizona willow include: Geyer willow,
serviceberry, Bebb willow, blue and Engelmann spruce, shrubby cinquefoil, monkeyflower, tufted
hairgrass, sheep fescue and Carex species (USFWS 1992a).

Until recently, Arizona willow was known only to exist in the White Mountains of Arizona on land
managed by the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest and the White Mountain Fort Apache Indian
Reservation. In 1993, a specimen was discovered in the Forest Service National collection that had
been collected in 1913 from the Sevier National Forest, now admini d by the Powell Ranger
District, Dixie National Forest. Since formal surveys begnn in July 1994, five verified populations of
this species have been ded in Utah. Confy htings occur in Sidney Valley and Rainbow
Mudow: (Cedu City District), East Fork of the Sevier River (Powell Ranger District), Cedar Breaks

in ile Creek and UM Creek on the Fishlake National Forest. In addition
to the areas listed above, one population has been recorded on the Manti-LaSal National Forest.

Recent surveys have indicated that the species has a wider distribution and greater abund! than
previously known. The main threat to this species is the degradation of its habitat by livestock/big
game, off-road vehicle use, roudandpondmm(rumonndlmhrmg Weakened plants
become more prone to rust i jon with i d risks of lity from other envi | factors
(USFWS 1992a).

Brownle Ladyslipper (Cypripedium fascciculatum)

This member of the orchid family has numerous fibrous roots and grows to a height of 3 dm. The
stems are slender with, long, soft, sticky hairs. There are 2 opposite leaves 4-11 cm long, 2.5-7.5 cm
wide with little to no hairs. The bracts surrounding the flowers are 3.5 cm long and 6-13 mm wide.
There are 2-4 small flowers per stem. The sepals are lanceolate in shape, 1.5-2.5 cm long, and 3-6 mm
wide. The petals are broadly ovate with a small greenish yellow lip. The lip is spherical-shaped and 8-
14 mm long with a purplish margin deeply infolded.

Flowering occurs in June and July. Theﬁunnmohovmd-ellmndmpmh ISZOcmmleng(h It
produces numerous small seeds. They yearly when for
germination are met. The fibrous roots overwinter, and regrowth occurs soon after snowmelt and
when soils are free of frost.




This species is found in the forest duff layer among lodgepole or spruce-fir forests between 7,940~
9,840 feet in elevation. This species occurs in limited disjunct locations in the west. It is known from
Daggett, Sait Lake, Uinta, and Summit counties in Utah. Timber management practices are the biggest
threat to the species. Other threats include livestock grazing and degradation of riparian areas

Dana Milkvetch (Astragalus henrrimontanensis)

Dana milkvetch is a perennial herb and a member of the pea family (Fabaceae). It grows 4-15 cm tall
from a branching base, which is clothed with coarse persistent leaf bases. The leaves contain 7-17
elliptic to oblanceolate leaflets, which are hairy on both sides. The yellowish flowers occur 2-11 per
cluster; the seaples form a long cylindric hairy tube. The petals are yellow-white with a purple tip.
This species flowers from April to May and produces a slightly curved, unilocular, 22-35 mm hairy
pod (Spar et al. 1991).

Dana milkvetch occurs in washouts and gravelly loam soils in mixed ponderosa pine, juniper, and

brush ies in areas b 7,000 and 9,200 feet in elevation. This species is endemic to
the Henry Mountains and the Aquarius plateau in Garfield Count, Utah (Spahr et al.) and is located in
the Escalante and Teasdale Ranger Districts

The major threats and limitations to this species’ habitat and popul are recl of v
on the Henry Mi , chaining, dtk , and ding with introduced old world plants (Spar et
al. 1991). Effects of grazing on this species are unknown (Atwood 1995b).

Indirect Effects

In addition to the direct and indirect effects discussed by species. The following discussion pertaining
pertaining to indirect effects are common to all species. Effects occurring at a later time may be:
increased grass, forb, and shrub species diversity, 2) increased animal species distribution, and their
use of the vegetation, and 3) increased human disturbances, primarily as a result of off highway
vehicle use

An indirect impact, which may occur as a result of implementing the proposed action, would be
mereased human activity due to improved road access, which may disrupt or impact some species
Improved access coupled with increased recreation and fuelwood gathering opportunities may cause
further disturbances partially as a result of off road use. However, these disturbances would be

seasonal and short term (1-5 years) as access roads are closed or obliterated as timber sale contracts are
closed out

Direct Effects

Aquairus Paintbrush (Castileja aquariensis)

This species occurs along the edges of sagebrush/grass meadows adjacent to conifer and aspen patches,
and in open sagebrush/gras parklands. Effects resulting from implementation of the proposed action
would likely occur as a resu. of development of the transportation system, such as road construction,
skidding and timber harvesting. Implementing the approved Conservation Assessment, Strategy and
Agreement, in conjunction with project-specific surveys would ensure that minimal effects if any

would occur over the next four years. These effects would be documented in a project-specific
Biological Evaluation

Arizona Willow (Salix arizonica)

This species occurs in riparian areas in the spruce, spruce-fir community types. Effects that may occur
as a result of implementing the proposed action would be related to al ground disturbing activities from
timber harvesting. These would nclude development of the transportation system, timber harvesting

and possibly human use of the area after implementation. Because all actions would be in compliance
with the Conservation Assessment, Strategy and Agreement, effects would be minimal if any over the
next four years. These effects would be documented in a project-specific Biological Evaluation.

Brownie Ladyslipper (Cypripedium fascciculatum)

This species occurs in the duff layer in the spruce-fir and lodgepole pine community types. Direct
effects that may occur to this species as a result of implementation of the proposed action include all
ground disturbing activities related to timber harvesting. Because site-specific surveys would identify
any members of this species or suitable habitat, effects would be minimal if any over the next four
years. These effects would be documented in a project-specific Biological Evaluation.

Dana Milkvetch (Astragalus henrrimontanensis)

Effects to his species would likely occur as a result of road construction and possibly timber
harvesting. This species occurs in openings within the ponderosa pine and juniper communities where
little timber harvesting would occur during the next four years. Because project-specific surveys
would locate the occurrence of this species and/or habitats, effects would be minimal if any. These
effects would be documented in a project-specific Biological Evalation.

Cumulative Effects Area

“Cumulative effects” or lative impacts are those impacts on the environment which result from
the | effects of a proposal added to other past, present or reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of which agency or person undertakes them (see CFR 1508.7). In light of the

ly broad hic scope of the proposed action and the level of spatial resolution involved,
the analysis does not in most instances address all possible cumulative effects that may result at the
site-specific level. A more detailed analysis would be conducted at the site-specific level on all
projects that may potentially impact suitable goshawk habitat. Furthermore, this analysis is only
effective over the next 4 years until forest plans are revised. Therefore, the effects that may be
cumulative are minimal, whereas, in an extended timeframe they may be more important. In the short
timeframe involved, effects from past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions on potentially
suitable habitat may include those occurring from the following: ungulate grazing, timber harvest,
recreation, existing policies (¢.g. fire management), endangered species act, recovery plans, existing

conservation, and j

The cumulative effects area for Regionally sensitive species includes the entire State of Utah and
contiguous forested lands in the adjoining states of Colorado and Wyoming (Map 1). This area
includes all or portions of the sections as adapted from the Baileys Ecoregions of the United States
(1994). Allor p of the foll g sections were included in this analysis: Grand Canyon Lands,
Uinta Mountains, Bonneville Basin, Northern Canyon Lands, Uinta Basin, Southeastern Great Basin,
Tavaputs Plateau, Overthrust Mountains and Utah High Plateaus and Mountains sections. This
cumulative effects analysis area was selected because it rep the app area of infh
resulting from the use of programmatic direction of this alternative.

Past use e Management

Past use or management has been highly variable throughout the State of Utah. It has included
practices such as oil, gas and mining, timber harvest, livestock grazing, a variety of recreational uses;
and many other special uses. These and other uses have had varying levels of impact on habitats for
Regional sensitive plant species. Timber management and the roads associated with them have likely
had the greatest effect to habitats for the plant species d d in this d . Listed
below is a brief discussion of past use or management regarding timber

Past and present timber sales in the State of Utah have and will remove varying amounts of timber.
Intensive timber management practices have occurred in ponderosa and lodgepole pine stands. Within




the spruce/fir and mixed conifer areas, only moderate harvesting has occurred. These areas have
varying of Regionall; itive plant habitat

not expected to cause any adverse impacts to the species being evaluated in this document. Adverse
impacts that may affect the viability of the species evaluated in this document have been avoided.

Average road densities from past timber harvest has left densities variable throughout the State. Road
closures are an ongoing practice on most National Forests and are expected to continue.

IV.  DETERMINATION

As a result of this Biological Evaluation and its requi it is my professional d ination that
k ) d acti I i has the ial to impact individuals or
Positive effects that will likely occur as a result of implementing the proposed action along with of the p AP action, (A T otes P >
reasonably foreseeable fumx:yan;nom may be: 1) .,,p o ket ::olhc land area level (as a habitat for all of the species being mhufed_m this document, but wnll not likely oonmh}Ie to a trend
result of the land: ired in the proposed action), which will provide better site towards Federal listing or cause Federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or the

specific data to help avoid impacts to sensitive plant species, 2) improved stand health, which will
reduce the need for multiple timber harvest entries for stand health purposes, 2) regulation of age and
size class distribution, which will help support stand health, 3) ble pr ion of

classes, including understory v ion, and 4) of open roads, which may likely have the
greatest positive effect on sensitive plant species.

species. Furthermore, site-specific analyses will be conducted on each proposed project in suitable or
potentially suitable habitat. This will further ensure that site-specific projects will not oontribu'lc toa
trend towards Federal listing or cause Federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or the
species.

Strategies to retain old growth in past actions have not been strongly emphasized on National Forest
System lands in Utah or in the Intermountain Region. This was partially due to the lack of a definition
and information that Federal and State agencies had on old growth and old growth dependent and
related wildlife species. Timber management has contributed to the loss of some old growth. Forest
Plan guid: in Utah ds varying of old growth be retained, or managed for on
National Forest System lands, if it exists. The proposed action would implement a strategy for the
management of vegetation ages or structural stages (including old growth) at the landscape level to be
carried out and maintained through time. Some areas will be deficient of large old trees due to the
nature of how and where past events have occurred, such as catastrophic loss from beetle and/or fire,
however, at the landscape level, old growth will be enhanced so that it may be managed and sustained
through time. This will be beneficial to species such as the Brownie ladyslipper, which occurs in the
duff layer in the spruce-fir and lodgepole pine communities.

Prepared by Ronald L. Rodriguez
Wildlife and Rare Plant Program Leader
Dixie and Fishlake National Forests

Reviewed and Concurred by:

Kathleen M. Paulin
Forest Biologist, Ashley National Forest

A positive cumulative effect of the proposed action in the spruce/fir zone would be that it may slow
down the catastrophic loss of large old trees (old growth) such as that occurring on the Dixie, Fishlake,
and Manti-LaSal National Forests and that it establishes a long range strategy which maintains and

hi habitat comp for ive species. Future management actions would attempt to
sustain old growth characteristics throughout the state. This would likely lead to long-term positive

effects to the sensitive plant species that grow in these conditions, such as Arizona willow and the
Brownie ladyslipper.

Rodney L. Player
Forest Biologist, Manti-LaSal National Forest

Richard Williams
Forest Biologist, Wasatch-Cache National Forest

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future timber management practices have likely impacted
habitats which may support some plant species evaluated in this document. Effects from past livestock
grazing has most likely degraded potentially suitable habitat for both for these species. Cumulatively,
however, the proposed action would not add to this past habitat degradation.

The number of occurrences of Regionally sensitive plant species and the amount of suitable habitat
that has been adversely affected by previous management activities and programs on private and
federal lands has not been recorded from past activities. Given the magnitude of these activities during
the past 100 years, it is likely that fire suppression, overgrazing, road construction, and timber
management has degraded suitable habitat for the species being evaluated in this document. However,
past, present, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable future actions should not cumulatively add adverse
effects to any of the species evaluated within this document over the life of this amendment

. COMPLIANCE WITH MANAGEMENT DIRECTION

This Biological Evaluation process has served to review the effects to Regionally Sensitive plant
species as a result of implementing the proposed action (Altemnative F) on National Forest Systems
lands in Utah. The effects from site-specific projects throughout the state will go through individual
project level Biological Evaluations. The programmatic effects being analyzed in this evaluation are
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INTRODUCTION

UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE e . b et of the Utah N
is p ic Biological A A Iy p ial effects o orthern
INTERMOUNTAIN REGION Goshawk Habitat Management project (Altemnative F) on species listed as Endangered, Threatened or
Proposed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in Utah. All National Forest System lands within
the Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, Uinta and Wasatch-Cache National Forests are being

BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF ENDANGERED AND lyzed under this biological (Map 1). The names and status of the species known or

suspected to occur on the forests described above are shown in Table 1. The occurrence of these

THREATENED SPECIES FOR THE UTAH NORTHERN specics by National Forest is f%‘d L ;'f;fu JP;?::: of i skogicelsmommmre 1

GOSHAWK HABITAT MANAGEMENT species nnd. determine whether formal consultation or conference with the U.S. Fish and Wiklife
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT atatheiy sl prmmiaes el g o ko s ey IO
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for concurrence if it were determined to “may affect”.

The objectives of this biological are to: 1) Ensure that Forest Service actions do not

DRAFT 10-05-99 (revised) contribute to loss of viability of any native or desired non-native plant or contribute to animal species
trends toward federal listing of any species. 2) Comply with the requirement of the Endangered
Species Act that actions of Federal Agencies not jeopardize or ad ly modify critical habitat of
Federally listed species. 3) Provide a process and standard by which to ensure that threatened,
endangered and proposed species receive full consideration in the decision making process (FSM
2672.24b-2676.17¢ Page 2 of 17).

All Federally listed species in Utah are being idered in this Table 3 d the
occurrence of these species in goshawk habitat', and the rational used for determining suitable habitat
would not be affected directly, indirectly or cumulatively as a result of implementing the proposed
action.

On August 25, 1999 a notice was published in the Federal Register delisting the American peregrine

falcon. As of September 24" (30 days after notice) the peregrine falcon will have no federal status
under the Endangered Species Act. This biological assessment recognizes the change in status of the
peregrine falcon and has documented this change.

Table 1. Names and Status of Endangered, Threatened, or Proposed Species known or suspected
to occur on National Forest System lands in Utah.

SPECIES

Vertebrates
Endangered

Peregrine Falcon
Ealco peregrinus anatum

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
Empidonex traillii gstimus

California Condor (experimental population)

californianus

Black Footed Ferret
Mustela nigripes

Whooping Crane (migrating population only)

7,

' Goshawk habitat is defined as habitat that is usable for nesting, roosting, and foraging. Forest habitat
need not be occupied by goshawks to be considered habitat (Reynolds 1992)




Table 1. Names and Status of Endangered, Threatened, or Proposed Species known or suspected Table 1. Names and Status of Endangered, Threatened, or Proposed Species known or suspected
to occur on National Forest System lands in Utah. to occur on National Forest System lands in Utah.
(continued) (continued)

SPECIES SPECIES

Bonytail Chub
Gila elegans
Colorado Squawfish
Prvchocheilus luci
Razorback Sucker
Xvrauchen texanus
Humpback Chub
June Sucker E = Endangered - Taxa formally listed as Endangered
Chasmistes liorus T = Threatened ~ Taxa formally listed as Threatened
P = Proposed E or T - Taxa proposed lobcforlmﬂyhsledusEndmgetedorThrulcned
Virgin River Chub C = Candidate — Taxa previously in Category I, sub ion on file to support
Gila seminuda proposing to list as Endangered or Threatened.
Woundfin
Plagopterus argentissimus Table 2 - Occurrence of Endangered, Threatened, and Proposed Species by National Forest in
Threatened Utah
Bald Eagle

Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Utah Prairie Dog
Cynomys parvidens
Mcxx:an Spotted Owl
Strix occidentalis lucida
Desert Tortoise
G izii
Lahontan Cutthroat Trout
Oncerhynchus clarki henshawi
Proposed Threatened
Canada Lynx
Lynx lenisi
Mountain Plover
Charadrius monianus
Plants
Endangered
San Rafael Cactus
Pedi. lespainii
Clay Phacelia
Phacelia argillacea
Ihreatened
Heliotrope Milkvetch

Ash

Species (Vertebrates) | Ash |

Peregrine Fakon

South Wil.low“ h

California Condor
-

Black Footed Ferret

Whooping Crane

Bonytail Chub

__Sila elegans
Colorado Squawfish

Razorback Sucker

Humpback Chub

__Gilia cypha |
This data was obtained in part from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service species occurrence by county

list (July 1999)
| = experimental population only

2 = migrant in spring, fall or winter, no known nests
3 = vocalizations recorded with no known nests

? = unknown at this time




Table 2 - Occurrence of Endangered, Threatened, and Proposed Species by National Forest in
Utah
(continued)

_Seecig (Vertebrates)
June Sucker

Virgin River Chub

Woundfin
Pl .
_Threatened
Bald Eagle

Utah Prairie Dog

Mexican Spotted Owl

Desert Tortoise

Lahontan Cutthroat Trout

0 nymch larki henshgwi
_Lropesed
Canada Lynx

Mountain Plover
__Charadrius monfanus
_Species (Plants)

_Endangered
San Rafael cactus

Clay phacelia
(nd I ) ;

Heliotrope milkvetch
| ! =

Maguire's prinrose
Primul -

Maguire daisy

Last chance townsendia

_Townsendigaprica
Ute Ladies’ tresses

Winkler cactus

__Pediccactus winkleri =~

This data was obtained in part from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service species occurrence by county
list (July 1999)

| = experimental population only

2 = migrant in winter, no known nests

3 = vocalizations recorded with no known nests

7 = unknown at this time




Table 3. Habitat and species occurrence in gosh

k habitat for End ed, Th

species on National Forest System lands in Utah.

Occurring
Habitat Used
By Goshawk

Habitat Unsuitable based on the

Species
| Yertchrates

Following

| Endengered

Peregrine Falcon
Ealco peregrinus anatum

Does not require “goshawk
habitat” for foraging or
ion

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
Empid i

Does not require “goshawk
habitat™ for foraging or
reproduction

California Condor (experimental population)

Experimental population

Black Footed Ferret
Mustela nigripes

Not known to occur in forested
landscapes where goshawks live.
| They occur in open landscapes

Located in aquatic environment

Bonytail Chub

Located in aquatic environment

Colorado Squawfish

Located in aquatic environment

Razorback Sucker

Located in aquatic environment

Humpback Chub

Located in aquatic environment

June Sucker

Located in aquatic environment

Virgin River Chub

Located in aquatic environment

Woundfin
| Plogoptenss argentissimys

Located in aquatic environment

Table 3. Habitat and species occurrence In goshawk habitat for Endangered, Threatened, and

Proposed species on National Forest System lands in Utah.

(continued)

| Threatened

Only occurs in open unforested
landsc:

San Rafael Cactus Occ\us in open landscapes and not

Clay Phacelia

Occurs on windblown snowdrift
sites and would not be affected by

Heliotrope Milkvetch
Asiragalus this action

3

Occurs on rock cliffs and would
not be affected by this action
Occurs in open landscapes and
would not be affected by this
action

Maguire's Primrose

Last Chance Townsendia
T i A

| Threstened

Bald Eagle
_Haligeetus leucocephalus

Does not require “goshawk
habitat," for foraging or

Utah Prairie Dog

Not known to occur in forested
where wks live

Mexican Spotted Owl

Desert Tortoise

Only occurs in open desert
landscapes

Lahontan Cutthroat Trout

Located in aquatic environment

*, = These species do not require “goshawk habitat’

habitat need not be hawks to be id

brbnmonqmdnﬂion
-Ooihwkhbm-dsfnadushblnm-unbhbtnum‘mom foraging. Forest

habitat (R Ids 1992).

Occurs in riparian habitats and not
be affected by this action
Winkler Cactus Occurs in open landscapes and not|
1 1 [ be affected by this action

Ute Ladies’ Tresses

L Pediccactus winkler
*, = These species do not require “goshawk habitat” for foraging or reproduction
2= Goshawk habitat is defined as habitat that is usable for nesting, roosting, and foraging. Forest

habitat need not be pied by goshawks to be idered habitat (Reynolds 1992).

Current Management Direction

Current policy as stated in the Forest Service Manual (FSM 2670.3) includes the following (USFS
1991):

Thw.hlheBApmoal rwzwmnomnndwommlhomd.ﬁmdodorurrﬁoutbylho
Forest Service to d their p ial for effect on d species and
species proposed for listing.

Avoid adverse impacts on threatened and endangered species and their habitats except when
possible to compensate adverse through altematives identified in the BO rendered by the FWS or
NMFS or when an exemption has been granted under the ESA. Avoid adverse impacts, to the
extent practicable, on species proposed for listing during the conference period and while the
Federal status is determined.
hnmeouuhmnwthlbeFWSmdeSwhmwFom(Smudqummthnnpmpowd
activity or program may affect th d or d or d d critical habitat.

Identify and prescribe measures to prevent adverse modification on destruction of designated
critical habitat and other habitats essential for the conservation of endangered, threatened, and
proposed species as part of project planning.

The management direction specified by Utah National Forests Land and Resource Management Plans
- to manage classified species habitat to maintain or enhance their status through direct habitat

and agency ion and to manage and provide habitat for recovery of endangered

and threatened species (USFS 1986).




Proposed Action

Purpose and Need for Action

Purpose: This project was initiated not because the a;

e | ; gency was concerned that we would lo:
population ofgos_hnwks pror to revision of Forest Plans in Utah (projected to be:‘;:a‘:s), b:acr :nmbk
;sponsc to _ldemnﬁed_concmu lhnl'cun'enl management strategies permitted actions that could
: irdade habitat md dnd not emphasize some actions needed to maintain or restore goshawk habitat.

n addition, new dnvpuoq was needed to provide greater consistency in management of habitat for the
goshnwk Current direction is not sufficient to provide consistency, resulting in a variety of
interpretations on how to manage goshawk habitat. For a far-ranging
that spans mhpk national forests and other jurisdicti boundaries, i

is an ial ¢ of actions needed t d i
to support viable goshawk lations can be ined mmvr‘::e.rummk surances hat habiat

Duc(olheimponammleNFShndsphyinmlo’ intaini; i

L ; ) Ting or maintaining habitat for the northern goshawk

Eﬂu;:el‘?mhu;gg_l(egnn clected to take action to determine how to incorporate pr:co'whw
ended in mfo management actions proposed in the future. Thi i i

to on-going interagency efforts to prevent the < o ety

Once a species is listed as end: 2 or th

Need: A habitat and F—

; . northern goshawk

habitat conservation strategy were developed for the State e o ilaacutan

trends in goshawk habitat and/or

maintaining forested habitat for ¢

E:Ecwh and recommendations from these d
w.

. ! trophic fire and insect events that would ultimate!
a loss of nesting habitat (Bloom et al. 1986, Herron et al. 1985, Kennedy 1989) [Graham a)ZlIT;;"].

il Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti- Ui
Famu(ND(M‘ mﬁmwuu@'lmu)of:sammmmﬂkmwwnw
Wmdﬂuﬁeﬂimlﬂudnm‘ i ofNFShnd:'nlhesmeofUuh.
Wyoming and Colorado. The total NFS within these six national forests is
(aillion acres; 7.98 million acres in Utah, 90,000 acres in Wyoring and 30,000 acres 1 Coperle.
Coniferous and aspen forests occur on approximately 3.9 million acres of this 8.1 million acres. )

Scope: Under the provisions of the NFMA, this action will amend current management direction in six
forest plans. It will provide consistency in future project design, implementation and monitoring on the
Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache NFs where habitat for the goshawk and
its prey is involved. When forest plans for the affected national forests are revised, the management
direction adopted through this amendment will be integrated as needed to best meet the intent of the
conservation strategy and assessment.

Components of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative F)
Categ of Mo Direction: The prop direction will apply to all forested
habitats on the affected national forests except as exempted (see "Features Common to All Action
Alternatives”). Seven categories of' directi qui have been developed. These
directi ies are:

Category I: Native processes, This category applies to all aspects of a goshawk home nngez
Natural disturbances (i.c., fire, insects, discase and wind) are integral processes in many systems.
Species like the goshawk and its prey have evolved in response to environmental changes
triggered by di R ing or mimicing these disturb is one of the best indicators
of ecological inability, i i ining populations of goshawks (Graham et al. 1999;
HCS, 1998; R4 Properly Functioning Condition (PFC) Process, 1998).
< ition. This category applies to all aspects of a goshawk home range.
Forest composition focuses on the importance of seral species and native species in landscape
diversity. Landscape diversity is the variety of plant it luated at the landscap
level (including their identity, distribution, juxtaposition, and seral stage). The diversity of plant
species present within a landscape, especially seral and native species, can have a profound
influence on the resiliency of a system and the ability of a system to renew or maintain and
pagate itself after disturb The inuing productivity of an ecological system, inchuding
its ability to produce desirable outputs such as habitat for goshawk and its prey, depends upon
potential renewal (ibid.).

Category 3. Forest structure. This category applies to all aspects of a goshawk home range.
Altematives address biological landscap 1 attributes (i.e., i 1 stage,
snags, down logs and woody debris, and canopy closure) important to habitat for the goshawk
and its prey. The sizes, shapes, patterns, and connectivity of these habitat attributes all influence
d\clbﬂi!yoflhegoshnwklndiupmyloexiuinhndsupd(&tblmenll999;HCSI998;
Reynolds et al. 1992).

o

Category 4: Nest and post-fledgling areas only. This category applies only to non-exempt
forested acres within defined nest and post-fledgling areas. Direction provides additional

qui ¥ i designed to sustain nest and post-fledgling areas (Graham et
al 1999; HCS 1998; Reynolds et al. 1992).
Category 3: Other miscellaneous areas of concern. Some alternatives provide a mix of additional
Mnlﬂ&wﬁgﬁh&mofmmh&nﬂykmmwmwbrm
goshawk and its prey. When direction is inchuded in this category, it applies to all
aspects of a goshawk home range, all forested acres except as exempted. Alternatives address
items such as road disturbance, grazing practices, and the need to do landscape assessments to
provide context for future project design and implementation (Grabam et al. 1999; HCS, 1998;
Reynolds et al. 1992; Arizona Game and Fish, 1992/93; Braun et al. 1996; conservation biologist
for Forest Guardians and South Center for Biological Diversity).

Category 6. Treatment prioritization. Altemative F specifically addresses the importance of
providing direction to prioritize in areas requiring ion or areas at high risk to
being lost or degraded for the remainder of the current planning period. M: direction is
applied to all aspects of a goshawk home range (Graham et al. 1999).

‘Amww»mmqwmmugm-wm(mmnmmmmwnae
management direction under the category will apply.




will not be used to
proposal does not prechud blichad
1998).

omy T n with this
monitoring efforts by the individual national forests (HCS,

ml;;‘l::r mmm:;m:.?ffm et al. (1999) states that all forested landscapes in
tully_ i T some portion of their life cycle (HCS,

Forested Tu areas i nifero . P 4lands).

st phwhad.sapqﬂm; de those dominated by cor us and aspen forest; but not wood

i ;

mxev::rll. w'l')en ﬂfﬁdm"{.u“h arc in a properly functioning condition (PFC 1998) they will

st r and its prey (Graham et al. 1999). Desired habitat attributes
me range of the goshawk and its prey, as stated in the HCS, include : )

Diverse forest cover i }
A types with strong representation of early seral tree species dominate the

High quality habitat patches that are no more than 60 mi
apart, exist throughout landscapes (connected habitat). LR G Al

Forutedhldocwhvedo%oﬁh:conikmushnd aspen
! area and 30% of the land
dominated by large trees (older vegetative structural stages (VSS) 5 and 6), well dis:;:led.

Large trees are defined i i
ey busedonlheavcngemeofh’eufomdmlheamlmbylhcshe

Hnbianiorpv:ymdolhcfusociued ‘ ir needs as described
Species are present to meet the;
Reynolds el al. 1992 and Graham et al. 1999 (e.g., snags, down woo:y, cover‘selc.). =

A variety of structural stages as recommended by Reynolds et al. (1992) are present.

he s ges should promote accelerated tree wth
stages and crown i ing desired -1
cbmruinlhehrgumgu Gatside of nest areas, there 0 bolrinens o

¢ . Gt ) should be open understories in the
smwmmmmmwmmmadlm;m“nm. e

family area, it contributes to habitat y p
meW(Man 1999). Both habitat
viable populations of the nortk

Nat'nghbinimemn'-lmof:«hwkho fledgling
1 B¢ me range. With the associated post- i
across land: and the i i

desirable to have nesting habitat and the associaicy i wew-mu‘ V within -cmu”
wwrwmmwmﬁomhomﬂmnmmhhﬁ:
typany_ oeaml in ol -lggdmdmhveuhighuduﬁyofhgemhi@hmumy
hxchamdasorytmedemﬁy. v aed
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meﬂnwmmm The
Vhere : and Will Not Be Applied: proposed management
?J{mmw&mlelnr:ﬂFmSwmhnﬁwﬁhindnmkthhFihm Manti-LaSal,
inta, and Wasatch-Cache National F ithi Utah, with small porti

o by omufoumhvmmlhcsmeofumh.wnh:mnpomomoﬂhuc

This direction will apply to forested habitats found within the approximately 8.1 million acres of National
Forest System lands within the six Utah National Forest identified, except in the following areas:
(1) Designated wilderness areas;
(2) Administratively or Congressionally designated areas with a defined purpose (¢.g., Research
Natural Areas, National Recreation Areas, etc.);
(3) Areas ly ged or alk d for d ion use and devek (does not
inchude ski resorts; ski resorts included under category #5 below);
(4) National Forest System lands that are significantly influenced by lands in other ownership (e.g.,
high use urban interface areas); or,
(5) Areas allocated for leasable mineral activities in current forest phm3. areas under existing special
use permits (includes ski resorts) which allow vegetati i or ( i i
be managed to meet the intent of the permit), or current administrative site uses and development.

In these areas, current forest plan direction will still apply. However, when the direction adopted for
management of goshawk habitat through this amendment does not conflict with the primary use in the
exemption area, it will be applied. Refer to Table 1 for acres by forest and exemption area.

primary use of an area, the contribution of these areas to habitaf p for the goshawk
and its prey are still imp and will be analyzed and evaluated through the landscap

process. For example, arcas such as wilderness may provide suitable goshawk habitat which may
influence how habitat attributes in areas outside the wilderness are managed through time. However,
vegetation in the wilderness is managed to meet the goals of the wilderness resource which may or may
not be contrary to suitable goshawk habitat.

While the direction adopted in this amendment will only be applied when it does not conflict with the
i itat

Areas where the proposed direction will and will not apply (#1-5 above) are shown on Maps | through 7
in Appendix D, when of sufficient size to be mapped. Due to the small size of some areas included under
#5, all areas are not shown on the attached map. Examples of these types of areas include existing

! ic sites, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) sites, research plots, and some utility corridors
and rights-of-way.

In addition to areas defined in #1-5 above, any valid, prior existing rights on National Forest System lands
will not be affected by this amendment. Also, locatable, mineral material or leasable mineral activities
nndbcﬂiti:s‘thntnvebeenmlhorizedbrmhmundaexidngphm.ﬁcmorpamms.orhaw
bemluwdorwlhoriudforleuhg‘prior(olhedeciiondateoflhhm&nau.wﬂlmlbeaﬂ‘ec(edby
this amendment. Restrictions required on mineral activities in these situations must be i with the

’A_M/-MA““-FMM: Areas designated by existing Forest Plans with management emphasis
on mineral activities. For example: This includes MMA units (Minerals Area) on the Manti-La Sal
National Forest where coal mine facilities exist or are and are i managed for leasable mineral

4 Mineral Activities and Facilides: Those activities and facilities needed 1o reasonably explore for and produce locatable and leasable
minerals snd mineral materials consistent with the rights granted by a plan of operation, parmil, license, lease and requirements of
y imuiciions.

applicable Laws. regulations, and lease terms, conditions, and

SPtans or Permit Areas: Arcas where plans, licenses or permits have already been approved or issued for mineral related activities.
They will include the permit arcas for mines, oil and gas fields, oil and gas and wells,

ion activities such as ical surveys, as well as ancillary facilities within or outside of existing leases, including (but not
limited to) access roads, sediment ponds, staging or office facilities, pipelines, ventilation breakouts/shafts, etc

‘An-mﬁ'laﬂf. Aren included within existing leases and those arcas authorized and forwarded to the responsible
agency for leasing by the Forest Service prior to the date of the Goshawk decision. This does not include all areas potentiality
available for mineral leasing under Forest Plans.




mining laws, lease ri isti . g
ws, rights, and existing leasc: stipulations. Leasable mineral uses and activities that will not
vities and facilities” reasonably required to exercise i
G ercise "
apptopriate measures will be taken to protect goshawk rhf::tsm Table 1: Acres by forest and exemption category

Acres Direction will not apply (acres rounded to
thousands

The proposed directi i i i
: ion will not apply in areas 1-5 above, or relative to existing uses or rights discussed,

. Acres Total
» forested habitats in these areas Total | (Millions) Acres
permits or regulations; o, are managed for other purposes as defined by current policy, | Nationa [and Percent | (Millions)
® the existing use permitted under we current fo 7 | 1 Forest | of Total and
= % rest plan
of habitat as outlined in the proposed m.mgml: &?L:M” allow for the management (r:ﬁ‘l‘i::n D?;c‘ri?m P‘,’]_‘:;‘] Of

* the degree of influenc i 3 .
of this diection. = " uIting ffom adjacent lands in other hip may prechude applicati s) | Will Apply | Acres

Managi i i
anaging these areas consistent wrthcungn management direction and allowing for uses discussed above
nvu'm(l):fere?lphn. Doing so will not result in the loss of

b of goshawks in the State of Utah (refer [ L 1.8--94% | 0.1--6%

30%

‘ 13 |09-70% | 04--
|
|

Yy

1.4--96% | 0.1--4%

1.2--94% | 0.1--6% | 45,000

0.8 - 88% 0.1 - 58,000
12%

0.8 -- 64% 04- 313,000
36%

8.1 6.9 - 85% 1.2 772,000
15%

I tive F: This alt ¥ ponds to the issue that "M: ivities should on
maintenance of habitat areas at risk to provide for the greatest opportunity to minimize any further
degradation of habitat and loss of management options.” This alternative focuses management on
goshawk habitat acres at-risk. Acres at-risk are defined as those that, during the life of this amend.zent,
may lose sufficient habitat el mp to the goshawk and its prey, such that they will no longer
be rated as high and optimum habitat based on the Graham et al. (1999) rating process. By focusing
management on those forested acres that are at greatest risk of dropping from high and optimum goshawk
habitat to low or moderate, the agency will do the most it can do in over the projected 4 year life of this
amendment to minimize any further loss of key habitat areas. Graham et al. (1999) use the current
istribution and of high and optimum habitat as their basis for determining if sufficient
amounts of habitat are available in the State of Utah to support the currently viable population of
goshawks.

$7otal Forest acres includes both forested and non-forested. Though recent Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) work has estimated
that approximately 3.9 million acres of the total 8.1 million acres are forested (not including woodland), there is no data set currently

any forested acres found vutside exemption arcas within the total 6.9 million acres it will be applied 1o,

outside of existing leases reasonably " L This will include such activities and facilities within 945 - Includes ski resort acres. Several special t areas are of small spatial area and highly dispersed. It is i
v ina r - kL mpractical to map
conditions, and sticalats n,,.,,r:,;’"wmmw-wmu-u 150 o o or SPAC e NER pIES 1 " A s
. wv and producti s . “"’Nﬂ‘ | isting lease terms, forestwide mapping of these areas is still being
for access to , and ion of new Cucilities (roads, pipeli of existing Forest Service roads developed; therefore they are not inchuded on these maps. However, these arcas are in the acreage calculation in Table | based on

( Ppipelines, powertines). scres estimated under permit. Refer the special uses section in chapter 3 and 4 of this document (3.5.6 and 4.5 6, respectively) for a
discussions relating to this subject.
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This alternative is similar to Alternative C

l I'he key elements that changed in this alternative are:

All long term goals common to Alternative C

n and ot
@MMllmhpdmhbm w
optimum habitats (per Graham et al. 1999

Unlike other action akternatives, jecti i i
s sl e‘c.hm ob!e.cl‘we was added which emphasizes the need to treat at

her action altematives were deleted and
on short-term maintenance or restoration of high or
assessment process);

sously & 4 rative unit to further achievement of the short term goal

s mwe includes grazing direction. The focus is on the need to change grazing practices
“-mk!.rm wbae_ hndsupe assessments determine grazing is a factor in putting a
relative to habitat needs of the goshawk.
Six itorn Tud

e i are i
same as Alternatives C, D and E ex

under this alf ive, m-1 through m-5, and m-7. This is the

—n cept the grazing requirement under Alternative D, m-6, is replaced

EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
A total of 25 Threatened, and Pro, animal
E posed plant and i :
f::tdem lands in Utah (Table 3). &?If the 25 identified, t‘:vo vertebrate »ﬁﬁ@imm%m
during spring, summer, i i )
- et 4 ;Lo b;ygnlshlwk. These includes 1) Mexican spotted owl and the 2)

: BT n, willow flycatch
mcnnmpybeobsawdhfomtadhﬁm;bowcv:dzydonc;wunwnghmy

Existing Environment

A complete list of all Federally Listed Species can und i locat;
information by National Forest can also be found in T:oble 2.m TR e o, o

A. Peregrine Falcon

On August 25, 1999 the U.S Fish and Wildlife C i
3 .S. Service published a final rule i ‘ederal Register
(Volume 64, Number 1641, 4654 isti eri it
@ o 41, pages l%g%thf:mm&konnm
peregrine falcon throu,
Threatened wildlife,

(MBIA), or state laws and regulations. P to1his

Southwestern willow flycatchers build nests and lay eggs in late May and early June (incubation is
approximately 12 days) and fledge young in late June or early July, with some variations observed
(Tibbitts et al. 1994) which may be related to altitude, and renesting. This flycatcher typically raises
one brood of young per year, but has been known to raise two (Whitfield 1990, cited in Tibbitts et al.
1994).

The willow flycatcher is an i i that forages within and adjacent to riparian
getation. No inf ion is available on specific prey species (USFWS 1995b).

Minimum habitat patch size required to support a nesting pair has not been determined. The available
information indicates that habitat patches as small as 1.23 acres can support one or two nesting pai:s
(Sogge et al. 1993, cited in USFWS 1995b and Tibbitts et al. 1994). The nest is a compact cup of
fiber, bark, and grass, typically with feathers on the rim, lined with a layer of grass or other fine, £ Jky
plant material, and often has plant material dangling from the bottom (unpublished notes of Herb -t
Brown, University of Arizona, Tucson in Tibbitts et al. 1994). It is constructed in a fork or on a
horizontal branch, approximately 3.2-15 feet above ground in a medium sized bush or small tree, 'vith
dense vegetation above and below the nest (Sogge et al. 1993, cited in USFWS 1995b and Tibbitt : et
al 1994).

Willow f hers are pi igr The h willow flycatcher arrives on bre :ding
grounds as early as mid-May and may be present until mid-August. Migration routes and wint-ring
ranges are not well known. Southwestern willow flycatchers most likely winter in Mexic~, Central
America, and perhaps northern South America. Habitat types used as this time are n~.. known, but
tropical deforestation may restrict wintering habitat for this and other nentr- yicai species (Finch 1991
in Tibbitts et al. 1994). Conversion of plant communities to housing and shopping centers along
migration routes may also affect this species.

The southwestern willow flycatcher faces threats of extensive loss of breeding habitat, which have
occurred due to urban, ional, icultural water diversion and impounds
channelization, livestock grazing, off-road vehicle and other ional uses and hydrological

changes resulting from these and other uses. It is also severely threatened by brood parasitism by the
brown-headed cowbird and perhaps increasingly by the bronzed cowbird (USFWS 1995¢c). Cowbirds
lay their eggs in other bird species’ nests, and their young are raised by these host birds. Young
cowbirds arc more aggressive and usually larger than the host's young and either push the host’s young
out of the nest or obtain all the food from the host adult, thereby eliminating the host’s reproduction for
the year (Robbins et al. 1983).

Another likely factor in the loss and modification of southwestern willow flycatcher is invasion by the
exotic tamarisk (Zamarix sp). Significant changes in riparian plant communities have occurred from
spread of isk ion of isk has ponded with reduction or complete loss of bird
species strongly iated with d-willow-habitats, including the yellow-billed cuckoo
(Coccyzus americanus), summer tanager (Piranga rubrq). northern oriole (Icterus galbula), and the
southwestern willow flycatcher. Tamarisk is thought to be inferior habitat because it may not provide
sufficient thermal protection that native broad-leaf species provide, and tamarisk branch structure and
wispy foliage may allow flycatcher nests to be more readily detected, and thus parasitized, by
cowbirds.

No Recovery Plan for the willow ft her has been developed, and no critical or
essential habitat has been designated.

Effects to the Southwestern willow flycatcher or habitat they mhabit is not expected to occur because
proposed action will be focused on forested landscapes which are goshawk habitat.

C. Bald Eagle

The bald eagle vas listed as a threatened species in 1978 and is managed under the Northern States
Bald Eagle Recove:;’ Plan (USFWS 1923).
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D. Mexican Spotted Owl
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Reproductive season begins in early March when pair formation occurs. Two to four eggs are laid in
mid-April, incubated 30 days and hatch mid-May. Owlets are fledged carly- to mid-June (Spahr et al.
1991).

The earliest recorded spotted owls in Utah were in Zion National Park in June 1928 (Hayward et al
1976). The most northerly occurrence was in 1958 in the Book Cliffs of northeast Utah. The largest
population of Mexican spotted owls in Utah occurs in Zion National Park where surveys indicate 17
confirmed sites in and around Zion National Park (Rinkevich 1991). Mexican spotted owls are
generally absent from high elevations with the only sightings in high elevations having been in June
1958 in an aspen grove (Behle 1960) and in 1990, a response at 10,000 feet on the Manti-LaSal
National Forest (Wiley 1990). Current Mexican spotted owl records in Utah indicate there are

i 60 locations (Rodriguez 1996).
Spotted owls have been confirmed on the Cedar City, Teasdale, and Escalante Ranger Districts of the
Dixie National Forest, Loa Ranger District, of the Fishlake National Forest, and Moab and Monticello
Ranger Districts of the Manti-LaSal National Forest. The only known nesting pairs on National Forest
System lands in Utah occurs on the Manti-LaSal National Forest.

Effects to Mexican spotted owls and their habitat would be minimal if any because site specific
consultation at the project level would occur along with full implementation of the Recovery Plan
recommendations.

E. Canada Lynx

Canada lynx are medium-sized cats, 75-90 cm long and weighing 8-10.5 kg (Quinn and Parker 1987).
They have large feed adapted to walking on snow, long legs, tufts on the ears, and black-tipped tails.
Their historical range extends from Alaska across much of Canada (except for coastal forests), with
southern extensions into parts of the western United States, the Great Lakes states, and New England.

Snowshoe hares (Lepis americanus) are the primary prey of lynx, comprising 35-97% of the diet
throughout the range of the lynx (Koehler and Aubry 1994). Other prey species taken by lynx inchude
red squirrels (Spermophilus spp.), mice, voles (Microtus spp.) porcupines (Erithrizon 5
beaver (Castor canadensis), and ungulates as carrion or ionally as prey (O'Dx hue et al 1998,
Koehler 1990, Brand and Keith 1979, Brand et al. 1976).

During the cycle when hares become scarce, the proportion of other prey species, especially red
squirrels, increases in the diet (Apps 1999, O'Donoghue ct al. 1998, Brand et al. 1976). However,
Kod:h(l990)suggenedLhudictofndlquirehahnemynolbudequletomnlym
reproduction and survival of kittens.

Most research has focused on the winter diet. Indications are that the summer diet includes a greater
diversity of prey species (Koehler and Aubry 1994, Quinn and Parker 1987).
Mhmmmmw&wﬁcwmmmmﬁhmpnmh
Washington (Koehler 1990). In areas ch ized by patchy distribution of habitat, alt prey
could include white-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus dif), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus),
Wqﬂnhmm(mumphﬂam);mdcﬂmmnﬂdm
(Tympanichus phasianelius) (Lewis and Wenger 1998, Staples 1995, Quinn and Parker 1987).

Lynx Habitat

Lynx occur primarily in the boreal, sub-boreal and western montane forests of North America (Koehler
and Aubry 1994). These include the Canadia Taiga, subalpine forests of the Rocky Mountains and
Cascades, and mixed coni /decidy forests of south Canada, the Lake States and New
England (Aubry et al. 1999). In Canada, lynx typically inhabit boreal spruce-fir forests on terrain of
low to moderate relief, with deep winter snow packs.

There are several stand-replacing disturbance processes associated with typical conifer and conifer-
hardwood Iynx habitats (Agee 1999). The dominant natural di process throughout much of
the range of lynx is stand-replacing fire, with moderate to high fire severity (Kilgore and Heinselman
1990). Catastrophic wind events, insect infestations, and disease outbreaks interact with fire and also
play a role in creating early i habitats. D ding on site conditi fire severity, and
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ther factors, post-disturb 4 q S
o o;ec,’_.a stands may be by pines, h: , or by mixed conifer and

Lynx seem to prefer to move through continuous forest, and i X
ynx X particularly use ridges, saddles, and
dmm(l(oehlu 1990). Although cover is important to lynx when searching for food (Brand et

1976), lynx often hunt along edges (Mowat et al. 1999), Kesterson (1988) and Staples (1995)
reported that lynx hunted along the edge of mature within a burned forest matrix, and Major

X : 3 riparian willow stands. Lynx have becn

observed (via snow tracking) to avoid hrgeopaxﬁ:p.eﬁlummnl(l(oehjer l99ygj)(or:u:edu
Rohrer, pers. eom.).dnrhgdlﬂymovmmwithhlhehnmnnxe. .
Smwlhoclmupmferamwilhdense, i d I 1posed of edible shrubs and trees
(Wolgenl 1982). Ovcr_uorymdonouppmlobcmry. but may have the benefit of
vedn]c‘ngl snow ?ccu‘xm_hmn (Hodges 1999). Population densities and overwinter survival are
p ly d _yd_auitx icularly of conifers that provide winter foy e,
thermal cover and escape cover (Litvaitis et al 1985, Wolff 1980, Pease et al. 1979, Admunls959),

Dnhgwm:r.mwshoehﬁufvngeonlvlriﬂyofforbu,gnsu:.mdnmﬂshfubm During the

winter, food for snowshoe hares is limited to shrubs, i i
e o seedlings and saplings that are above the snow

lnmnlnuboru”omu.mjorpmduonofmowshochueinchdelynx northern ipi
2 o 4
gentiles), and great homed owls (Bubo virginianus) (Keith et al. 1977, O'Domghlcg:ld:‘l.‘:ké'/;c‘p"”
Leverets are preyed upon by smal] raptors, red squirrels, ground squirrels, and weasels (O'Donoghue
::cl.lldl:‘:,)bc:l;‘sou(han portions of snowshoe hare range, a more complex suite of predators that also
cat, coyote, (Vulpes vulpes), and mountain lion (Puma lor) probably limits
hare populations (Koehler and Aubry 1994), Dolbeer and Clark 1975). oo Y
Red squirrels are pri iated with the conife forests of north
. primarily and
America, but are common in eastern forests containing some mature conifers mr:l’:mbeumgvonh
hlrdwoods‘ ] Ra{ s'quml densities tend to be highest in late successional, closed-canopy forests with
substantial quantities of coarse woody debris, , and lower in young stands that lack cone production
(Layne 1954, Obbard 1987, Klenner and Krebs 1991, Larson and Boutin 1995).
Tbcbcisoflheredsquirml'sym-mmddielis ife: seeds, but decidy i
- ~ o o o i m fe wd’
are also important components during winter and spring. (Reichard 1976, Rusch and Reeder 978).
Red squirrels are commonly preyed upon by a variety of mammalian
predators (Obbard I .
Among the most common are fisher (Martes pennanti) (Brown and Wil 1979)(-::1 mm::a(?lmcs
A;::cma) (Soutiere I97?). Lynx are also known to prey on red squirrels, especially during periods
o mnmboehnewuhbihy whmtheimocunmdin%%(wofl!)wimamﬁm
976) and 9% (2 of 23) ofthenmmdiaaﬁvemmhﬁm
(Van Zyil de Jong 1966). The most common avian

EM' !;}:Cmmlymmdthﬁmmmbe o ing the d
action. ¢ mmmwmwmmm{&a& y
AmandSFmegy(lM) thmmmﬂmmﬁmlﬁ
wvy.‘nphnemmofl W?b?mhhbmmthIwuumw

lynxbm_d hbnn.: the prop ’t(imwouuelubhh-mgydn
wou_ldmgg rnyonmptcyspecu.mdlheibd)hnmchnlhemow:hoehnmdmd
squirrel. All site-specific effects would be disclosed during Section 7 Zonsultation at the project level.
Indirect Effects

In addition to the direct and indirect effects
indirect effects are common to all species.

discussed by species, the following discussion pertaining to

L

Effects occurring at a later time may be: 1) increase grass, forb, and shrub species diversity, 2) increase
animal species diversity, 3) changes in localized animal distribution, 4) increased human disturbances,
5) fragmentation of forested habitats, and 6) increased forested edge to interior ratios.

Indirect impacts on these species consists of human activity due to improved road access which may
displace them to other areas. Improved access coupled with fuelwood gathering opp ities may
cause further disturb partially a reduction in snags from dcutting; h , these
disturbances would be seasonal and short term (1-5 years)

Cumulative Effects Area

“Cumulative effects” or ive impacts are those impacts on the environment which result from
the incremental effects of a proposal added to other past, present or reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of which agency or person undertakes them (see CFR 1508.7). In light of the

broad hic scope of the proposed action and the level of spatial resolution involved,
the analysis does not in most instances address all possible cumulative effects that may result at the
site-specific level. A more detailed analysis would be conducted at the site-specific level on all
projects that may potentially impact suitable goshawk habitat. Furthermore, this analysis is only
effective over the next 4 years until forest plans are revised. Therefore, the effects that may be
cumulative are minimal, whereas, in an extended timeframe they may be more important. In the short
timeframe involved, effects from past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions on potentially
suitable habitat may include those ing from the following: ungulate grazing, timber harvest,
recreation, existing policies (e.g. fire management), endangered species act, recovery plans, existing
conservation, and ies and ag

The cumulative effects area for end: d, th d, and proposed species includes the entire State
of Utah and contiguous forested lands in the adjoining states of Colorado and Wyoming (Map 2). This
area includes all or portions of the sections as adapted from the Baileys Ecoregions of the United
States (1994). All or portions of the following sections were included in this analysis: Grand Canyon
Lands, Umta M ins, B ille Basin, N Canyon Lands, Uinta Basin, Southeastern Great
Basin, Tavaputs Plateau, Overthrust Mountains and Utah High Plateaus and Mountains sections. This
area was selected because it represents an area where end: d, th d, or proposed species may
inhabit during all or part of their life cycles. Winter habitat use is not included in this discussion
because most of these species migrate to unknown locations, some of which could be outside of Utah.
The exception to this is the bald eagle, which is only known to winter on National Forest System lands.
Bald eagles are only known to be present in National Forest System lands in Utah during fall
(beginning in October), winter, and carly spring, therefore the discussion of the Bald eagle addresses
spring, fall, and winter habitat use only.

1. Past Use or Management

Past use or management has been highly variable throughout the State of Utah. It has included
practices such as oil, gas and mining, timber harvest, livestock grazing, a variety of recreational uses;
and many other special uses. These and other uses have had varying levels of impact on habitats for
d d, th d and proposed species. Timber management has likely had the greatest effect to
habitats for the listed species discussed in this document. Listed below is a brief discussion of past use
or management regarding timber.
Past and present timber sales in the State of Utah have and will remove varying amounts of timber.
Intensive timber ices have d in ponderosa and lodgepole pine stands. Within
the spruce/fir and mixed conifer areas, only moderate harvesting has occurred. These areas have
varying of end: d, th d and p d species habitat remaining.
Average road densities from past timber harvest has left densities variable throughout the State. Road
closures are an ongoing practice on most National Forests and are expected to continue.

Positive effects that will likely occur as a result of implementing the proposed action along with
reasonably foreseeable future actions may be: 1) improved stand health, 2) regulation of age and size
class di jon, 3) inable progression of ion classes, 4) of open roads, 5)
wildlife game cover, and 6) irregular spacing and the retention of groups of old live trees with

18




interlocki distributed the area which will provide good wildlife cover, through
time, mdpmvﬂehbmbrmylpecmorvnm including the Mexican spotted owl and Canada
lynx.

Strategies to retain old growth in past actions have not been strongly emphasized on National Forest
System lands in Utah or in the Intermountain Region. This was partially due to the lack of a definition
and information that Federal and State agencies had on old growth and old growth dependent and
related wildlife species. Tmmhwmﬁuwwmkmohﬂmolﬂmm Forest
Plan guid: in Utah varying ofoHp’omhhemnnad.orm.edBron
NumanmuSymbt.nfnm Tha d action would impk a strategy for the

of ages or nuu ing old growth) at the landscape level to be
carried out and maintained through time. Sommvﬂlbodcﬂmxofh‘poldmmwme
nature of how and where past events have occurred, such as catastrophic loss from beetle and/or fire,
however, at the landscape level, old growth will be enhanced so that it may be managed and sustained
!hmudnim

lative effect of the p d action in the spruce/fir zone would be that it may slow

dowhmvphkb-ofhncoum(oumwth)nchnlhloeumonthbhn.l-‘hhhke,
and Manti-LaSal National Forests and that it establishes a long range strategy which maintains and
MWWM mp with emphasis on Mexican spotted owl and Canada

lynx foraging and denning habitat. Future management action would attempt to sustain old growth
characteristics throughout the state. This would likely lead to long-term positive effects to all
angered, th 4, and proposed speci
Past, present, proposed, and bly fc ble actions should not adversely affect any of the
species evaluated within this d The of old growth for the Mexican spotted owl and
Suitable, or potentially suitable habitat will be managed to meet the needs of the owl as research data is
obtained and habitat needs are clarified.

Past, present, and f ible timber ices have not i d riperian
Mﬁmwmmhmhmmwldmm Effects
mmmmummwmmmhmdm
species. Cumulatively , the proposed action would not add to this past habitat degradation.

The oumber of of end: d, th d, and p d species and the amount of
nﬁhﬂhhhhmmwm—nm-dmm
private and federal lands has not been recorded from past activities. Given the magnitude of these
m&“hwlﬁmkh”h““hmwm
M”m has been degraded by fire supp overgrazing, road

COMPLIANCE WITH MANAGEMENT DIRECTION
This biological sssessment process has served to review the effiects to endangered,

Recovery Plan and the Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (Draft 1999). Adverse
impacts that may affect the visbility of these species have and will be avoided.

DETERMINATION

As a result of this assessment and its requirements, it is my professional determination that

implementation of the proposed action (Alternative F) may affect some habitat for the Mexican spotted
owl and Canada lynx. But that those effects are not likely to adversely affect species viability and will
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habitat. Furthermore, site-specific analysis will be
wmmd‘ MM:WW Section :nmmmnt; on each project proposed in suitable or potentially suitable
habitat. Thwmﬁnhamthnmymerponﬁcpmpo:edpm;ecumllml,eopudxuor

sdversely modify critical abitat

Prepared by Ronald L. Rodriguez
Wildlife and Rare Plant Program Leader
Dixie and Fishlake National Forests

Reviewed and Concurred by:

Kathleen M. Paulin
Forest Biologist, Ashicy National Forest

Rodney L. Player X
Forest Biologist, Manti-LsSal National Forest

Richard Williams
Forest Biologist, Wasatch-Cache National Forest




LITERATURE CITED

Adams, L. 1959. An analysis of a population of i
oy pul snowshoe hares in northwestern Montana. Ecol.

Agee, J. K. 1999. The disturbance ecolo, of North i
156 L B e S s gy American forests. Chapter 3 In Draft Report of
Amhony.R.G..R.LKm'dn,G.TAlbn,B R. McClelland, and J. I. Hod, i
2 ! . A 1 ,and J. 1. Hodges.. 1981. Habitat use by
nesting and roosting bald eagles in the Pacific i
ooy el 8| acific Northwest. Trans. N. am. Wild]. And Nat. Resour.
Apps, C. D. 1999. Space-use, diet, d ics, and hi iati i
: , de aphics, ap of lynx in the
r;;hun&mdm Rocky Mountains, Chapter 12 /n Draft Report of the Lynx Science Team, Feb.
Aﬁz?‘mGlptTFihDepn:nm. 1992/93. Pnnclpulcomamrenxd.mg(}oshwkScmnﬁc
bnheNoﬂhunGolhwkinu:eSomhm 12p.
Aubly.KB.,G.Koeh.lql(.tMcKclwylndJR.Squiru 1999. Ecol i
K K ! ¥ X logy of Canada
southern boreal forests. Chapter 13 In Draft Report of the Lynx Scin:eyTeun Febm
Behle, W. H. 1960. The birds of north Utah. Occasional Publicati
| * birds F No. 2, M
Natural History, Ummu’yofUuh.SahhkeCiy. UT. 148 pp. o2 U o
Bloom, P. H.; Stewart, G. R.; Walton, B. J. 1986. The status of the i i
) 3 %3 3 northern goshawk in California
1981-1983, Wildlife Management Branch Adm. t. 85-1 s Californiy
TPt Rep - Sacramento, CA; California

Brand, C. 1., L. B. Keith, and C. A. Fischer. 1976. Lynx respo hanging snowshoe
densities in Alberta. J. WildL Manage. 4&416—42:.“ metod e -

Brand, C. J. and L. B. Keith. 1979, Lynxdemognphydlmg‘ wshoe ine in Alberta.
WildL Manage. 43(4):827-849, RIS R dlion 8 *
Braun, C.E,; E““"”“'."t';; Fuller, M.R.; Linhart, Y. B.; Marti, C. D. 1996, Northern Goshawk and
in thy United States. 2 iew: ;
mi:rmw o es. Technical Review:96-2, Bethesda, MD;

Brown, Hertert. Unpublished notes. University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ. etal. 1994,

Brown, M.D. s G Will 1975. Food habit ofthefshe in northern New York. N.Y. Fish and
LR o et e Vi st
Dob;::kl;.A. . C.Clnk mm?wormmmhmmabw
Finch, D. M. 1991, i icat requ

T
GE%T;:';%:TK L Player, A Heep, nd R. Willaz. Lo

Mountain Research Station. 48p. =~ st Pose Sarsen, Recky
ml.*clcm%  Woodhuy indH.H. Frou. 1976. Binds of Uah. Gret Bain Nt
Heon, G.B. aal 185, Nevada rpor, s tm»:?u management. Biology Bulletin No. 8,

21 5

Hodges, K. E. 1999. The ecology of snowshoe hares in northern boreal forests. Chapter 6 In Draft
Report of the Lynx Science Team, Feb. 1999.

Hodges, K. E. 1999. The ecology of hares in h forests. Chapter 7 /n Draft
Report of the Lynx Science Team, Feb. 1999.

Keith, A. W. Todd, C. J. Brand, R. S. Adamecik and D. H. Rush. 1977. An analysis of predation
during cyclic fluxation of snowshoe hares, Proc. XIII Int. Cong. Game Biol. Pages 151-175.

Kennedy, P. L. 1989. The nesting ecology of cooper’s hawks and northern goshawks in the Jemez
Mountains, NM; A summary of result, 1984-1988. Unpublished Final Report. P.O. No. 43-8379-
8-346. Santa Fe, NM: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Santa Fe National Forest.
2lp.

Kesterson, M. B. 1988. Lynx home range and spatia! organization in relation to population density
and prey abundance. MS Thesis, Univ. of Alaska, Fairbanks.

Kilgore, B. M. and M. L. Heinseh 1990. Fire in wild Pages 297-335 In
Hendee, J. 0., G. H. Stankey, and R. C. Lucas (eds.). Wilderness management 2* Ed. North
American Press, Golden, CO. 546 pp.

Koehler, B. M. 1990. Population and habitat ch istics of lynx and hoe hares in north
central Washington. Canadian Journal of Zoology 68: 845-851.

Kochler, G. M. and J. D. Brittel. 1990. Managing spruce-fir habitat for lynx and snowshoe hares.
Journal of Forestry 88: 10-14.

Kochler, G. M. and K. B. Aubry. 1994. Pages 74-98. In Ruggiero and others 1994. The scientific
basis for conserving forest camivores: American marten, fisher, lynx and wolverine in the western
United States. USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station.
General Technical Report RM-254. 184 pp.

Layne, J. N. 1954. The biology of the red squirrel Tamiasciurus hudsonicus loquax (Bangs), in
central New York. Ecol Monogr. 24:227-267.

Lewis, L. and C. R. Wenger. 1998. Idaho's Canada lynx: pieces of the puzzle. Idaho Bureau of Land
Management, Technical Bulletin No. 98-11. 21 pp.

Litvaitis, J. A., J. A. Sherbourne, and J. A. Bis: 1985, Infh of und: y ch
on snowshoe hare habitat use and density. J. WildL Manage. 49:866-873.

Luttich, S., D. H. Rusch, E. C. Meslow, and L. B. Keith. 1970. Ecology of red-tailed hawk predation
in Abberta. Ecology 51:190-203.

Major, A. R. 1989. Lynx, Lynx de d (Kerr) predation patterns and habitat use in the
Yukon Territory, Canada. M.S. Thesis, State Univ. of New York, Syracuse.

Meng, H. 1959. Food habits of nesting Cooper's hawks and goshawks in New York and
Pennsylvania. Wilson Bull. 71:169-174.

More, G. 1976. Some winter food habits of lynx (felis lynx) in the southern Mackenzie District
Northwest Territories, Can. Field-Nat. 90:499-500.

Mowat, G., K. G. Poole, and M. O'Donoghue. 1999. Ecology of lynx in northern Canada and Alaska.
Chapter 9 In Draft Report of the Lynx Science Team, Feb. 1999.

O'Donoghue, M., 5. Boutin, C. J. Krebs, G. Zuleta, D. L. Murray, and E. . Hofer. 1998. Functional
responses of coyotes and lynx to the snowshoe hare cycle. Ecology 79(4):1193-1208.

Obbard, M. E. 1987. Red squirrel. Pages 264-281 in M. Novak, J. A. Barker, M. E. Obbard and B.
Malloch, eds. Wild furbearer management and conservation in North America. Ontario Trappers
Assoc., North Bay.

Pease, J. L., R. H. Vowles, and L. B. Keith. 1979. Interaction of snowshoe hares and woody
vegetation. J. Wildl. Manage. 43:43-60.

A87




Quinn, N. W. S. and G. Parker. 1987 Lynx. P
E - Lynx. quﬂJWlnNovuk,deM‘Obbud eds.). wild
m: management and conservation in North America. Ministry of Natural Rmurc(cs. }

Reichard, T. A. 1976. Spring food habits and feeding i i i
o ey behavior of fox squirrels and red squirrels. Am.
Reynolds, R. T. Graham, R. T.; Reiser, M. H.; Basset R. L.; Kennedy,
- 3 - M. H,; 3 : P.L; . 5
Goodwin, G.; Smith, R.; Fisher, E. L; 1992, M g ‘Boy’;t‘f;rlz)he,L v
m in lh; ‘nomhv‘v:awn Unne:i'Sma: Gen. Tech. Rep. GTR-RM-217. Fort Collins, Co; U.S.
o Rocky FormandngeExpumSmiou 90 p.
Rinkevich, Sarah. 1991. Distributi and habitat characteristics of Mexican in Zi
National Park, Utah Master's Thesis, Humboldt State Univuzitx pondovls i Zion
Robbins, C. S., B. Bruun, and H. S. Zim. 1983, A ide to field identification: bi
C . S. 8 t :
pwom poiy gui ification: birds of North
Rodriguez, Ronald L. 1996. Personal communication with Dave Willey regarding Mexican spotted

owl

Ri D.A and W. G. : i
mc::.zo- G. Reeder. 1978. Population ecology of Alberta red squirrels. Ecology 59:400-

Rusch, D. H, E. C. Meslow, P. D, Doerr, and L. B. Keith. 1972 Respo:
, W, 3 T, ! 3 nse of great horned
populations to changing prey densities. J. WildL Manage. 36:22-296. = o

Sh‘md.S.K.,C.MWh'umdFSLWﬂI'ﬂuon. 1977. Bi eagle on Amchitka
White, s . 8. . Biology of the i
Island, Alaska. Living Bird 15:143-182.. &7 ofthebad -

Sogge, M. K., T. J. Tibbits, and S. J, Sferra, 1993. Status of the sou illow flycatcher
1 LI 5 thwestern willow alo
Nlhe'(:obtdnolhvw.betwemOle.nmenD.mmduhMeld-lnl Summary report. .
WMWCWNPHRSWI' it/Northern Arizona University, U.S Fish and
WM&S«m.mdAmumendFﬁDepummpm. 69 pp. o

iere, E. C. 1979. i C i i
Smn;:;, 979. E&mofmbqhvumonmwanme. J. WildlL Manage. 43:850-

Splh,R.!LAmm,D.Atwood.ndM.m 1991 Thre d End. d, and S
Smofhhmhmomm.
Staples, W. R. 1995. Lynndeoyumd'andhbinmhdomhu' during populatio
the Kenai Peninsuls, Alaska. M.S. Thesis, Univ. of Alaska, Fai S o
TMTJ,,M.ILSom,ndSJ.Sﬁu 1994. A survey protocol for the
] Southwestern willo
m(ﬁmnﬂmm. Technical Report NPS/NAUCPRS/NRTR-97/04. 24:p.
UDWR, FWS, BLM) 1998, HMWSWGICS)
U.S. Department of

gement, WO A 2600-90-1.
scasitive species management. 2672.24b-2676.17¢, page 2 of 17.

U.S.Dwu_ofAuhluu.Fmchha.lm Forest Service Manual, Wildlife, Fi
o i 4 ildlife, Fish, and
m' MHMMWWOAWZGOO-M-?.MMM
U.s.Dq-unoaniwhn, Forest Service . Goshawk Environmental Assessment Chapter
3 (Affected Environment) and Chapter 4 (Eavironmental Consequences), ER.
USDA Forest Service. 1997. Code of Federal Regulations.,36 CFR 219.10(e).

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, USDA Forest Service, USDI National
Park Service, USDI Fish and Wildlife Service. 1999. Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and

Strategy (draft).
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1999. Fnal rule in the Federal Register, Volume 64, Number 1641,
pgs 46541-46558 delisting the American peregrine falcon as an end: d or th d species
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1995a Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Plan.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1995b. Final Rule Determining Endangered Status for the
S Willow Flycatcher. Federal Register 60: 10694 (February 27, 1995).
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1995¢c. Southwestern willow flycatcher
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1983. Northern States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan. USFWS, Denver
CO.
Utah Northern Goshawk Project, Envi | (1999). USDA Forest Service,
I in Region.
Van Zyll de Jong, C. G. 1966. Food habits of the lynx in Alberta and the Mackenzie District,
Northwest Territories. Can. Field-Nat 80:18-23.
Whitfield, M. J. 1990. Willow Fly h ducti P to brown-headed cowbird parasitism.
Masters Thesis, California State University, Chico, California. 25 pp.
Wiley, D. W. 1992. Distribution and habitat ecology of Mexican spotted owls on the Colorado
Plateau: Ann. Rep. 1991-1992. Utah Div. WildL Res. Salt Lake City, UT 34 p..
Wiley, D.W. 1990. Fimal report 1990 Mexican spotted owl inventory, Manti-LaSal National Forest,
USDA Forest Service, Cedar City, UT.
Wolfe, M. L., N. V. Debyle, C. S. Winchell, and T. R. McCabe. 1982. Snowshoe hare cover
relationships in northern Utah. J. WildL Manage. 46:662-670.
Wolff, J. O. 1980. The role of habitat patchiness in the population d; ics of hoe hares.
Ecological Monographs 50:111-130.







Biological Evaluation/Assessment
BIOLOGICAL PREFIELD RESEARCH FORM
USFS REGION 4

APPENDIX I

REPORTER DATE

JOB TITLE DISTRICT/UNIT,
2 3 - Fi, AND FUNCTION
Biological Pre-Field Survey Form Ty
LEGAL DESCRIPTION____ QUAD COMPARTMENT,

RECORDS, AND INFORMATION REVIEWED AND CONTACTS MADE:

RESULTS OF PREFIELD RESEARCH (KNOWN LOCATIONS OF TEP&S SPECIES IN OR NEAR THE
PROJECT AREA, POTENTIAL HABITAT PRESENT, PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCE, AND
POTENTIAL FOR IMPACTS TO TEP&S, ETC:

RECOMMENDATIONS ON LEVEL OF PIELD SURVEY NEEDED:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:




BIOLOGICAL FIELD SURVEY FORM (For BE/BA)
USFS REGION 4

PROJECT NAME

REPORTER, DATE (FIELD WORK)

JOB TITLE & FUNCTION DISTRICT/UNIT
MGMT. AREA/
LEGAL SUBDIVISION COMPARTMENT

LOCATION

SURVEY:
THE AREA ON THE ATTACHED MAP WAS SURVEYED FOR THE FOLLOWING TEP&S
SPECIES:

DESCRIBE THE LEVEL OF SURVEY CONDUCTED, CURSORY, GENERAL, OR DETAILED, THE
AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT ON THE PROJECT AREA, AND THE METHOD OF SURVEYING FOR
TEP & S SPECIES:

SPECIES LOCATED:

POPULATION FORM ATTACHED: YES

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS:

& U.S. COVERNNENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1999 — 573078 / 28111 Region No. §
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