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	Introduction 

	
	


Background


In 2003, the Fishlake National Forest began a process to update the forest motorized travel plan.  Some of the proposed route and area authorizations, restrictions, and closures required that a roads analysis be completed.  Transportation Analysis will replace the roads analysis process according to the new travel management rule in November 2005.  Manual and handbook directives for this are still being drafted at this time.  The roads analysis process is described in the August 1999, Miscellaneous Report FS-643 titled “Roads Analysis:  Informing Decisions about Managing the National Forest Transportation System” published by the Washington Office of the USDA Forest Service and is still referenced.  The objective of transportation analysis is to provide decision makers with critical information to develop road and trail systems that are safe and responsive to public needs and desires, are affordable and efficiently managed, have minimal negative ecological effects on the land, and are in balance with available funding for needed management actions.

The Dixie and Fishlake National Forests completed a Roads Analysis Report dated January 10, 2003 that is incorporated by reference into this report.  This supplemental report will address issues and questions relevant to the Fishlake OHV Route Designation that are not already adequately evaluated in the January 10, 2003 report - particularly for Maintenance Level “0”, 1, and 2 roads.

The Roads Analysis manual [publication FS-643] specifies, “Where ecosystem analyses or assessments are completed, roads analysis will use that information rather than duplicating these efforts.”  The NEPA analyses and public involvement conducted for and disclosed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project contains critical components of the supplemental roads analysis.  The Forest Leadership Team concurred on February 13, 2004 that the route-by-route evaluations of transportation needs and resource tradeoffs done by District staff, Supervisor Office specialists, and the public will constitute the backbone of the transportation analysis for the proposed authorization and use changes on motorized routes.  Therefore, the Fishlake OHV Route Designation pre-NEPA, FEIS, and project file are incorporated into the supplemental report by reference, as are other documents that are cited and/or hot linked.  The INFRA database contains a vast amount of information about existing road and trail conditions for Forest Roads and Trails.  A mixed-use safety analysis has also been prepared for the forest routes.  A Microsoft Access database called fishlake_travel_plan_changes.mdb contains route specific information and rationale related to current and desired uses, and proposed changes to the existing motorized travel plan [NOTE:  this database is dynamic and changes continually as new information is gathered and will be used to track progress on project implementation].  Summaries of public concerns from scoping and in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement are also available for review.  This analysis incorporates direction from the November 9, 2005 travel management rule.  All of these information sources are critical components of this analysis.  

Process

Transportation analysis is a six-step process.  The steps are designed to be sequential with the understanding the process may require feedback and iteration among steps over time as an analysis matures.  The amount of time and effort spent on each step differs by project based on specific situations and available information.  The process provides a set of possible issues and analysis questions for which the answers can inform choices about road system management.  Decision makers and analysts determine the relevance of each question, incorporating public participation as deemed necessary.  The process does not require that all questions be answered to the same level of specificity or that they be answered at all if they are not relevant.  This report provides varying degrees of information and discussion of possible issues accordingly.  The following six steps guided the process:

	Step1
	Setting up the analysis

	Step 2
	Describing the situation

	Step 3
	Identifying the issues

	Step 4
	Assessing benefits, problems, and risks

	Step 5
	Describing opportunities and setting priorities

	Step 6
	Reporting the results = This report


Disclaimer

Roads analysis was only required for roads at the time this analysis was started.  However, from the beginning of this project, the discussions and recommendations have included considerations of the trail network given that they are an integral part of the motorized route system emphasized by the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project.  The intent was then and remains now to simply be more thorough and integrated in the presentation of transportation issues, needs, and challenges.  This is consistent with the transportation analysis process will replace roads analysis once new directives for the 2005 travel rule are finalized.  

Products

The product of an analysis is a report for decision makers and the public that documents the information and analyses used to identify opportunities and set priorities for future national forest road systems.  Included in a report is a map displaying the known road system for the analysis area, and identification of the risks and opportunities presented by the current road network.  The report also includes other maps and tables necessary to display specific priorities and changes in a road or trail system.

This Report

This supplemental report documents the transportation analysis procedure used for the forest-wide analysis of the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project in the context of updating and revising the motorized travel plan for the Fishlake National Forest.  See Map 1-1, Vicinity Map.

Figure 1.  Fishlake Supplemental Roads Analysis & OHV Route Designation Project Area.
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	Chapter
	Setting up the analysis

	1
	


Purpose and Products

The purpose of this step is to:

· establish the level and type of decision making that the analysis will inform,

· identify the geographic scale or scales for the analysis,

· develop a process plan for conducting the analysis, and

· clarify the roles of technical specialists and line officers in the team.

The products of this step are:

· a statement of the objectives of the analysis,

· a list of information needs,

· a list of interdisciplinary team members and participants, and

· a plan for the analysis.

Objectives of the Analysis

The primary objective of this report is to summarize and document the critical information about the existing and desired state of the road and trail system for line officers and the public.  This information has been and will continue to be used to develop and maintain route system that is safe, responsive to public needs and desires, affordable, and efficiently managed.  This motorized system should have minimal negative ecological effects and be in balance with available funding for needed management actions.  The forest intends to meet the objectives described above, but the bio-physical, fiscal, and socio-political reality is that progress will be incremental.  A route network that has taken over 130 years to create cannot be instantaneously transformed to meet all idealized objectives.  However, the interdisciplinary team believes that the recommendations provided in this document will result in significant progress towards meeting the specified objectives once implemented.

Establish the level and type of decision-making the analysis will inform

The purpose of this transportation analysis is to inform the update and revision of the motorized travel plan for the Fishlake National Forest.  It is intended to provide strategic and tactical considerations that should be incorporated into the new travel rules and map, the forest Environmental Management System (EMS), and in future transportation planning.  This report may also help inform the Forest Plan revision Comprehensive Evaluation Report and may be used in developing forest-wide standards and geographic area direction.
Interdisciplinary Team Members and Participants

	Team Leader / Compiler
	Dale Deiter

	Wildlife 
	Ron Rodriguez

Kreig Rasmussen

Steve Flinders

JoAnne Stenten

	Road Engineer / Transportation planner
	Dan Bond

Steve Rodriguez

	Recreation / Social
	Max Reid

Bill Wright

Dave Bell

Cindy Mackelprang

Max Larsen

Dave Christensen

	Commodity Production
	Cornell Christensen

	Fire Ecology / Protection
	Bob Campbell

	Watershed / Aquatics 
	Dale Deiter

Jim Whelan

	Soils / Environmental Management System
	Mike Smith

	Heritage Resources 
	Bob Leonard

	Ecology 
	Bob Campbell

	GIS 
	Wanda Bennett 

	Tribal Relations
	Craig Harmon

Bob Leonard

Davida Carnahan


Information Needs

The existing Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and the scoping and assessments done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project provide sufficient information to identify relevant issues and answers to the analysis questions.  The supplemental report adds to, but attempts not to repeat, detailed information from the existing original Dixie and Fishlake roads analysis or from the OHV Use EMS.  The comprehensive synthesis of the physical, biological, and social impacts of roads and motorized use by Gucinski (2001) describes the theoretical bases for much of what is presented in this report.  The Gucinski report was developed as a companion document to help inform the Roads Analysis Process and is incorporated by reference.

The Fishlake GIS library contains a current and accurate inventory of authorized roads and trails and a substantially complete inventory of unauthorized routes.  The forest GIS inventory, and NRIS and INFRA databases include location and attribute information for soils, streams, water uses, vegetation, noxious weeds, TES species (fish, wildlife, plants), recreation use patterns, and access rights, obligations and agreements.  Regional demographics are extrapolated from existing census data.

The interdisciplinary team explicitly acknowledges that the information contained in this report may be incomplete or imperfect and describes what uncertainties remain where applicable.  In addition, the analysis may reveal needed information for subsequent finer scale analyses.  

Analysis Plan

Schedule

The following table presents the dates for roads analysis task accomplishments:

Accomplished Schedule for Fishlake NF’s Supplemental Road Analysis Process

	Product
	Description
	Date Completed

	Step 1
	Setting Up the Analysis
	

	
	Draft Set-Up
	11 December 2003

	
	IDT review of Draft Set-Up
	20 January 2004

	
	Responsible Official Approval of Final Set-Up
	13 February 2004

	Step 2
	Describing the Situation
	

	
	Completion of assigned specialist products / questions
	20 April 2004

	
	Interdisciplinary synthesis
	

	
	Draft Description of the Situation
	

	
	Responsible Official Approval of Final Description 
	3 May 2004

	Step 3
	Identifying Issues
	

	
	Internal and external scoping
	20 January 2004

	
	Draft summary of road-related issues and key questions
	

	
	Responsible Official Approval of Final issues and key questions
	3 May 2004

	Step 4
	Assessing Benefits, Problems, and Risks
	

	
	IDT assessment of benefits, problems, risks and objectives
	14 June 2004

	
	Draft synthesis of benefits, problems and risks of current road system and assessment of ability to meet road objectives
	28 January 2004

	
	Responsible Official Approval of Final synthesis and assessment
	July 6, 2005

	Step 5
	Describing Opportunities and Setting Priorities
	

	
	IDT assessment of problems and risks and opportunity to address.  Specific actions requiring NEPA analysis
	July 6, 2005

	
	Responsible Official Approval of Final List and descriptions
	July 6, 2005

	Step 6
	Reporting
	

	
	Draft report of roads analysis supplement
	August 5, 2005

	
	Responsible Official Approval of Final Report at Forest Scale
	December 8, 2006


	Chapter
	Describing the situation
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Purpose and Products

The purpose of this step is to:

· describe the existing motorized system in relation to current Forest Plan direction.

The products of this step are:

· a map or other descriptions of the existing road and trail system defined by the current travel atlas, and

· basic data needed to address transportation analysis issues and questions.

Map of Existing Travel Plan

The 1997 forest recreation / travel map and the published maps of the Great Western and Paiute trails collectively provide the base for the existing forest travel plan.  Numerous known errors in the 1997 travel map in particular were not corrected before being released to the public.  Consequently, many of the route restrictions that were in error were not strictly enforced.  The types of errors include showing non-motorized trails as motorized, not designating roads to Forest Service administrative sites and campgrounds as open when in restricted areas, showing non-system roads as open, and closing system roads that provide primary access to geographic areas and private lands.  The Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project provides an opportunity to correct known errors and will include an adaptive management strategy that will facilitate keeping the travel plan correct and current.

A current travel plan has been generated that reflects the information displayed on the 1997 recreation / travel map and the Great Western Trail and Paiute ATV trail maps.  This map includes limited corrections for factual errors such as where the travel map displays non-motorized trails as “motorized trails”, or to show developed campgrounds as accessible using motorized vehicles.  The map also includes corrections for routes that have been added or removed using NEPA decisions that post-date 1997.  However, most of the omissions and errors are still present.  The current travel map [Alt. 1] provides the foundation for assessing whether or not alternate travel plans [Alt. 2, Alt. 3, Alt. 4, Alt. 5] are creating either a change in type and/or season of use and/or change in route authorization.  

Basic Data Needs

The discussion in the Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report adequately describes the information needed for this item.  The cover letter for the original Roads Analysis states that “Key findings of this Forest Scale Roads Analysis include that the current/historic funding for roads related activities is not adequate to meet identified needs.  The analysis did not identify a need for Forest Plan amendment(s).”

	Chapter
	Identifying issues
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Purpose and Products

The purpose of this step is for the Interdisciplinary Team to:

· identify key questions and issues affecting motorized travel management.

The products of this step are:

· a summary of key motorized route issues, including their origin and basis, presented by general categories of environmental, sociocultural and economic, and a description of the status of current data, including sources, availability, and methods of obtaining 

Summary of Key Road-related Issues

For existing routes, the discussion in the Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report adequately describes the information needed for this step.  In the context of the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project, motorized cross-country travel adds issues such as potential impacts to rare plants, soils, and wildlife that are not otherwise represented in the existing roads analysis.  The issues related to motorized cross-country travel are disclosed in the FEIS for the route designation project. 
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	Assessing benefits, problems, and risks
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Purpose and Products

The purpose of this step is to:

· assess the various benefits, problems, and risks of the current motorized route system and whether the objectives of Forest Service policy reform and forest plans are being met.

The products of this step are:

· a synthesis of the benefits, problems, and risks of the current motorized route system,

· an assessment of the risks and benefits of entering any unroaded areas, and

· an assessment of the ability of the transportation system to meet management objectives.

Current Road and Trail System Benefits, Problems, and Risks

The discussion that follows provides an accounting of why issues are identified and where answers to the travel analysis questions can be found.  Issues are brought forth that were not previously considered or that need additional context or information for the route designation project.  The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and its appendices provide a benchmark for the supplement and that text is generally not repeated in what follows.  Forest Plan monitoring reports such as the 10-Year summary, the 2006 Life History and Analysis of Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species of the Fishlake National Forest v4.1, the Governer’s Office of Planning and Budget Social and Economic Assessment, the OHV Use EMS and other documents also inform the discussion.  Each of the sources identified address a given question to a different level of breadth and specificity.  However, the references taken as a whole provide the answers being sought and lead to the recommendations in Step 5.  The appropriate resource specialists have evaluated all questions and answers.  Therefore, lack of discussion in the Fishlake OHV Route Designation specialist reports and/or public comments about a given analysis issue or question indicates that the issue / question is adequately addressed elsewhere or is either not significant or relevant in the context of the route designation project.

Ecosystem Functions and Processes:

EF(1):  What ecological attributes, particularly those unique to the region, would be affected by roading of currently unroaded areas?

The Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project is not proposing new road or trail construction.  All routes that are being assigned designations are existing routes.  However, some of the routes being evaluated are currently not part of the officially recognized forest transportation system.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices

2. 1988 Ecosystem Stratification for the Fishlake National Forest.

3. Vegetation, soils, wildlife, watershed and aquatics specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA, including the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations.

4. The 2006 Life History and Analysis of Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species of the Fishlake National Forest v4.1.

5. Conservation Agreements for Bonneville cutthroat and Colorado River cutthroat trout.

6. Forest Plan revision geographic area information.

7. Vegetation, soils, wildlife, and aquatics specialist reports done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA, including the Biological Assessments and the Biological Evaluations.

EF(2):  To what degree do the presence, type, and location of routes increase the introduction and spread of exotic plant and animal species, insects, diseases, and parasites?  What are the potential effects of such introductions to plants and animal species and ecosystem function in the area?

In the context of the Fishlake OHV Route Designation project, closing the forest to cross-country travel should substantially reduce the potential for introducing and spreading exotic plant and animal species, insects, diseases, and parasites.  Creating a designated motorized route system should reduce the number of new user created routes.  Having a designated system will also provide greater certainty about where invasive plants and animals are likely to perpetuate, spread, and require treatment.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices

2. Vegetation, wildlife, and aquatics specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA, including the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations.

3. The Fishlake Noxious Weed Management Environmental Assessment.

4. soilsVegetation

, , wildlife, and aquatics specialist reports done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA, including the Biological Assessments and the Biological Evaluations.
EF(3):  To what degree do the presence, type, and location of routes contribute to the control of insects, diseases, and parasites?

Even with good access, it is often beyond the ability of land managers to “control” pest infestations.  Roads permit additional mechanical options for treating insects, diseases, and parasites and are used when available.  However, more than 49 percent of the Fishlake Forest is classified as inventoried roadless, which by definition means that opportunities for use of motorized access and mechanical treatments are to some degree limited.  This percentage is about 30 percent larger in the current undeveloped lands inventory being developed in the Forest Plan revision process.  Lack of motorized access limits, but does not eliminate pest management options.  For example, there are other tools such as use of prescribed fire for beetle-infested vegetation or aerial treatments for Mormon cricket and grasshopper control.  The designation of existing motorized routes is not expected to appreciably reduce or increase the forest’s ability to manage known or anticipated pest infestations.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report, Appendix A.

2. The Site-specific Environmental Assessment for the Rangeland Grasshopper and Cricket Suppression Program.

3. Annual Forest insect and disease aerial detection and mapping surveys.

4. Forest Plan revision geographic area information.

5. Vegetation specialist report
 done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project NEPA.

EF(4):  How does the route system affect ecological disturbance regimes in the area?

The Fishlake OHV route designation project will substantially reduce the potential for motorized cross-country travel to act as an ecological disturbance.  A broader answer to this question is partly contained in each of the other resource questions that deal with route impacts and disturbances.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. The Utah Fire Amendment.

3. Forest Plan revision geographic area information.

4. Vegetation specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project NEPA.

There are three potential relationships between use levels and the amount of resulting biophysical and social impacts that have been studied by recreation ecologists.  These are displayed in the figure below that is taken from (McCool 2002).
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Curve C represents a situation where use impacts could theoretically be minimized by defining and managing carrying capacity.  Simply limiting use levels to below the point where the curve steepens could quickly restore degraded sites.  Impacts that are directly proportional to use are displayed as Curve B.  In this case, the concept of carrying capacity no longer applies.  A manager would need to define a maximum acceptable level of impact and manage accordingly.  Recovery of degraded sites would respond in a predictable linear fashion to reductions in use.  Curve A displays the situation where most of the potential impacts are created by low to moderate levels of use.  This relationship implies that the magnitude of impacts from high use is not much greater than the impacts of low to moderate use.  “Settings characterized by even moderate levels of use would have to experience significant reductions in order to reduce impacts.  In many cases, such reductions would still have little effect on the level of impact” (McCool 2002).

Research in both biophysical and social settings indicates that Curve A represent the most common relationship between recreation use levels and impacts, although Curve B has been observed (Marion 1996, McCool 2002).  The interdisciplinary team feels that these same relationships hold true on the Fishlake National Forest.  In many cases, the motorized route itself is a large or majority portion of the defined resource impacts, with use as a secondary and lesser additional impact.  In other words, having the facility available for even one user creates a large portion of the total resource impact.  This is certainly the case for some watershed impacts.  The same is true for off-route impacts.  For example, most of the compaction of soils occurs after the first few passes over previously undisturbed sites.  Similarly, one seed from one pass of a vehicle spreading invasive plants is all that is needed to colonize a new area.  Implications of this research include the following:

· limiting use will likely be ineffective in controlling impacts except at very low use levels,

· strategies that contain or concentrate use will be more effective at minimizing adverse biophysical and social impacts than strategies that disperse use,

· displacing existing use to new areas will create new impacts and will not likely promote recovery at the original sites given that most of the impacts occur at low to moderate levels of use.

Given the level of existing and foreseeable demand for motorized recreation opportunities on the Fishlake National Forest, there are some levels and/or locations of route and area closures that would create resource impacts through displacement of motorized use to new areas on or off the Forest.  This is particularly true for popular routes such as the Paiute and Great Western trails and popular dispersed camping areas (see Chapter 5 for a list).

It is critical that these relationships and interactions be factored into route and area designations and travel rules or unintended negative consequences could result.

EF(5):  What are the adverse effects of noise caused by developing, using, and maintaining routes?

In the context of the Fishlake OHV Route Designation project, the primary issues related to noise includes impacts to mule deer in winter range during critical use periods, and potential conflicts to non-motorized forms of recreation and roadless character.  

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Wildlife and recreation specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA, including the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations.

3. Wildlife and undeveloped/unroaded specialist reports done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA, including the Biological Assessments and the Biological Evaluations.

Aquatic, Riparian Zone, and Water Quality:

AQ(1):  How and where does the route system modify the surface and subsurface hydrology of the area?

Alteration of surface and subsurface hydrology by roads and trails varies uniquely and site specifically depending on factors such as the route location, condition, and design; local topography; and, geology.  However, implementing and maintaining Best Management Practices can usually minimize or reduce the alteration of surface and subsurface hydrology induced by routes.  Motorized route designation will reduce the potential for cross-country travel to create new routes that can intercept, concentrate and reroute surface runoff on otherwise undisturbed slopes.

Numerous factors affect the potential for a route to impact subsurface hydrology.  Most routes on the forest do not have deep cut slopes and many occur on deep soils so the roads generally have a relatively small chance of intercepting ground water.  The primary impacts to surface and subsurface hydrology on the forest occur in locations where a route permits humans to develop and consumptively use spring sources or wells and to build and maintain reservoirs.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. Watershed and aquatics specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA.

3. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report.

4. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

5. Level 2 Integrated Riparian Evaluation data and reports collected across the forest (located in the watershed files at the Fishlake Supervisors Office).

AQ(2):  How and where does the route system generate surface erosion?

There are numerous routes that are not properly cross-drained.  OHV use on trails in particular tends to create U or W-shaped troughs within the driving surface.  These trails channel water and induce erosion that is often delivered to channels.  When applied, Best Management Practices that are self-maintaining can usually minimize or reduce the potential for erosion from routes.  Therefore, a primary concern for soil erosion comes from cross-country travel.  The potential for impacts vary by site-specific factors such as local climate, vegetation, soil types, slope form and steepness.  In general, soil erosivity increases when cross-country travel reduces vegetative cover, compacts or displaces soil, or creates the potential to concentrate and reroute water.  

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. Watershed and aquatics, and soils specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA.

3. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report and the Ten-year Soils Monitoring Report.
4. Forest soils maps displaying Potential for Puddling and Compaction and Water Erosion Hazard and suitability for ATV trail construction and cross-country use.

5. Watershed and aquatics, and soils specialist reports done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

6. Level 2 Integrated Riparian Evaluation data and reports collected across the forest (located in the watershed files at the Fishlake Supervisors Office).

AQ(3):  How and where does the route system affect mass wasting?

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. Watershed and aquatics, and soils specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA.

7. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report and the Ten-year Soils Monitoring Report.

3. Soils maps displaying Inherent Geologic Hazards.

4. Watershed and aquatics, and soils specialist reports done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

AQ(4):  How and where do route-stream crossings influence local stream channels and water quality?

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

3. The 1978 Beaver Ranger District Water Quality Monitoring Report, the 1987 Fishlake National Forest Water Quality Monitoring Report, and the Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report.
4. The 2001 Fillmore ATV Jamboree and the 2001 Rocky Mountain Jamboree event monitoring reports and watershed monitoring data collected in 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006.

5. Inventory of road and trail stream crossings across the forest (in watershed and recreation files).

6. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

7. Level 2 Integrated Riparian Evaluation data and reports collected across the forest (located in the watershed files at the Fishlake Supervisors Office).

AQ(5):  How and where does the route system create potential for pollutants, such as chemical spills, oils, de-icing salts, or herbicides, to enter surface waters?

Route proximity to stream channels is the primary determinant of this potential concern.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

3. The 1978 Beaver Ranger District Water Quality Monitoring Report, the 1987 Fishlake National Forest Water Quality Monitoring Report, and the Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report.

4. The 2001 Fillmore ATV Jamboree and the 2001 Rocky Mountain Jamboree event monitoring reports and watershed monitoring data collected in 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006.

5. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

AQ(6):  How and where is the route system “hydrologically connected” to the stream system?  How do the connections affect water quality and quantity (such as, the delivery of sediments and chemicals, thermal increases, elevated peak flows)?

Route proximity to stream channels is the primary determinant of this potential concern.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

3. The 1978 Beaver Ranger District Water Quality Monitoring Report, the 1987 Fishlake National Forest Water Quality Monitoring Report, and the Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report.

4. The 2001 Fillmore ATV Jamboree and the 2001 Rocky Mountain Jamboree event monitoring reports and watershed monitoring data collected in 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006.

5. Inventory of road and trail stream crossings across the forest (in watershed and recreation files).

6. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

7. Level 2 Integrated Riparian Evaluation data and reports collected across the forest (located in the watershed files at the Fishlake Supervisors Office).

AQ(7):  What downstream beneficial uses of water exist in the area?  What changes in uses and demand are expected over time?  How are they affected or put at risk by route-derived pollutants?

The State of Utah has designated beneficial uses for the streams, lakes, and reservoirs within the Fishlake National Forest, which is part of the Sevier River and Colorado River systems.  These uses include protecting water quality for the following purposes:

· Domestic use with prior treatment as required by the Utah Division of Drinking Water

· Recreational Uses and Aesthetics,

· Cold water game fish and other cold water aquatic life, including the necessary aquatic organisms in their food chain,

· Waterfowl, shore birds and other water-oriented wildlife, including the necessary aquatic organisms in their food chain,

· and Agricultural uses including irrigation of crops and livestock watering.

Water quality must be maintained so that beneficial use support can be sustained consistent with anti-degradation requirements in the Clean Water Act.  

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. The 2006 Life History and Analysis of Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species of the Fishlake National Forest v4.1.

3. Conservation Agreements for Bonneville cutthroat and Colorado River cutthroat trout.

4. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

5. The 1978 Beaver Ranger District Water Quality Monitoring Report, the 1987 Fishlake National Forest Water Quality Monitoring Report, and the Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report.
6. The 2001 Fillmore ATV Jamboree and the 2001 Rocky Mountain Jamboree event monitoring reports and watershed monitoring data collected in 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006.

7. Forest Plan public involvement files, and geographic area information.

8. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

AQ(8):  How and where does the route system affect wetlands?

The current Fishlake wetlands inventory is based on forest soils maps that provide a course scale view of where wetland impacts can occur.  The eastern half of the soil survey has 1:24000 resolution whereas the west half of the forest is mapped at 1:40000.  Both surveys typically exclude wetlands that are smaller than 5 acres.  The current mapping does not specify wetland types.  The forest also uses USGS mapping of streams, springs, and wetlands that are contained on Cartographic Feature Files and National Hydrologic Dataset layers.  The Department of Interior has photo delineated the types and locations of wetlands on the forest at a scale of 1:24000 with much smaller minimum mapping units, but the translation to maps and digitizing has not yet been completed.  Progress for the mapping effort can be tracked at http://wetlands.fws.gov/webstat.gif.  It is impossible to analyze if and how wetlands are affected by road systems without knowing what types of wetlands occur, or where the wetlands are in relation to the roads, especially at the forest scale.  In addition, the potential effects are not easily generalized at broad scales.  However, it is standard procedure to redesign, relocate, or obliterate existing routes in order to minimize impacts to the condition and function of known wetlands.  Impacts to wetlands are always analyzed site-specifically for any new construction.  The route designation project is only working with existing roads and any impacts caused by the proposed actions will be analyzed in the EIS.  Closing the forest to motorized cross-country travel will reduce the potential for wetland impacts.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The forest GIS map that displays riparian and wetland soils, GAP data, and riparian inventories.
2. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

3. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

4. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report.

5. Level 2 Integrated Riparian Evaluation data and reports collected across the forest (located in the watershed files at the Fishlake Supervisors Office).

6. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

AQ(9):  How does the route system alter physical channel dynamics, including isolation of floodplains; constraints on channel migration; and the movement of large wood, fine organic matter, and sediment?

Route proximity to stream channels is the primary determinant of this potential concern.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

3. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report and the Ten-year Fisheries and Aquatics Monitoring Report

.

4. Level 2 Integrated Riparian Evaluation data and reports collected across the forest (located in the watershed files at the Fishlake Supervisors Office).

5. Inventory of road and trail stream crossings across the forest (in watershed and recreation files).

6. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

AQ(10):  How and where does the route system restrict the migration and movement of aquatic organisms?  What aquatic species are affected and to what extent?

Route proximity to stream channels is the primary determinant of this potential concern.  The inventory conducted to date by the forest reveals that most crossings on perennial streams, especially in native cutthroat watersheds, are forded crossings.  Most fords do not create migration barriers except occasionally during low flows on wide crossings.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.
2. The 2006 Life History and Analysis of Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species of the Fishlake National Forest v4.1.

3. Conservation Agreements for Bonneville cutthroat and Colorado River cutthroat trout.

4. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

5. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report and the Ten-year Fisheries and Aquatics Monitoring Report.

6. 
Inventory of road and trail stream crossings across the forest (in watershed and recreation files).

7. Level 2 Integrated Riparian Evaluation data and reports collected across the forest (located in the watershed files at the Fishlake Supervisors Office).

8. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

AQ(11):  How does the route system affect shading, litterfall, and riparian plant communities?

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

3. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report.

4. Level 2 Integrated Riparian Evaluation data and reports collected across the forest (located in the watershed files at the Fishlake Supervisors Office).

5. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

AQ(12):  How and where does the route system contribute to fishing, poaching, or direct habitat loss for at-risk aquatic species?

Route proximity to stream channels is the primary determinant of this potential concern.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. Conservation Agreements for Bonneville cutthroat and Colorado River cutthroat trout.

3. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

4. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report and the Ten-year Fisheries and Aquatics Monitoring Report.

5. Level 2 Integrated Riparian Evaluation data and reports collected across the forest (located in the watershed files at the Fishlake Supervisors Office).

6. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

AQ(13):  How and where does the route system facilitate the introduction of non-native aquatic species?

Route proximity to stream channels is the primary determinant of this potential concern.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

3. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report and the Ten-year Fisheries and Aquatics Monitoring Report.

4. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

5. Inventory of road and trail stream crossings across the forest (in watershed and recreation files).

AQ(14):  To what extent does the route system overlap with areas of exceptionally high aquatic diversity or productivity, or areas containing rare or unique aquatic species or species of interest?

The following table lists the most important native cutthroat and recreational fisheries on the forest.  
	Stream / Lake / Watershed Name
	Ranger District
	Species of Interest
	Type of Fisheries

	Beaver River
	Beaver
	Rainbow trout

Brown trout

Red-sided shiner
	Recreational & Non-game

	Birch Creek (East)
	Beaver
	Bonneville cutthroat
	Reintroduced

	Birch Creek (West)
	Beaver
	Bonneville cutthroat
	Remnant

	Briggs Creek
	Beaver
	Bonneville cutthroat
	Reintroduced

	Corn Creek
	Fillmore
	Brown trout

Rainbow trout

Mountain sucker

Mottled sculpin
	Recreational & Non-game

	Fish Creek
	Beaver
	Brown trout

Rainbow trout

Bonneville cutthroat*
	*Future Renovation and Reintroduction

	Fish Lake
	Loa
	Rainbow trout

Splake

Lake trout

Brown trout

Tiger mushkie

Mottled sculpin

Numerous non-natives
	Recreational & Non-game

	Manning Reservoir and Manning Creek
	Richfield
	Bonneville cutthroat
	Reintroduced

	North Creek
	Beaver
	Bonneville cutthroat*
	*Future Reintroduction

	North Fork of North Creek
	Beaver
	Bonneville cutthroat

Mottled sculpin
	Remnant with introgression & Non-game

	Pine Creek
	Beaver
	Bonneville cutthroat
	Reintroduced

	Pine Creek/Bullion Canyon
	Beaver
	Rainbow trout

Cutthroat trout

Bonneville cutthroat*
	*Future Renovation and Reintroduction

	Pole Creek
	Fillmore
	Bonneville cutthroat
	Reintroduced

	Salina Creek
	Richfield
	Bonneville cutthroat

Cutthroat trout

Rainbow trout

Brown trout

Brook trout

Mountain sucker

Speckled dace

Mottled sculpin

Leatherside chub
	Recreational & Non-game

	Sam Stowe
	Fillmore
	Bonneville cutthroat
	Reintroduced

	Sand Creek
	Loa
	Colorado River cutthroat
	Reintroduced

	Sevenmile Creek
	Loa
	Brook trout
	Recreational

	Shingle Creek
	Beaver
	Brown trout

Rainbow trout

Bonneville cutthroat*
	*Future Renovation and Reintroduction

	Tasha Creek
	Loa
	Colorado cutthroat
	*Future Renovation and Reintroduction

	Tenmile Creek
	Beaver
	Bonneville cutthroat
	Reintroduced

	Three Creek/Pole Creek
	Beaver
	Brown trout

Rainbow trout

Bonneville cutthroat*
	*Future Renovation and Reintroduction

	UM Creek
	Loa
	Colorado River cutthroat

Tiger trout

Mottled sculpin
	Reintroduced & Non-game

	Upper Clear Creek
	Beaver
	Brown trout

Rainbow trout

Bonneville cutthroat
	*Future Renovation and Reintroduction

	Willow Creek
	Richfield
	Rainbow trout

Cutthroat trout

Bonneville cutthroat
	*Future Renovation and Reintroduction


The next table lists important habitats for boreal toads and other aquatic organisms on the forest.

	Stream / Lake / Watershed Name
	Ranger District
	Species of Interest

	UM Creek
	Loa
	Chorus frogs

	Sevenmile Creek
	Loa
	Chorus frogs

	Greenwich Creek
	Richfield
	Boreal toads

	Box Creek
	Richfield
	Boreal toads

	Shingle Creek
	Beaver
	Leopard frogs

	Three Creeks / Pole Creek
	Fillmore
	Leopard frogs

	Manning Creek
	Richfield
	Boreal toads, Chorus frogs

	Salina Creek
	Richfield
	Chorus frogs, Tiger salamanders

	Upper Salina Creek
	Richfield
	Tiger salamanders

	Gooseberry Creek
	Richfield
	Chorus frogs, Tiger salamanders

	Upper Lost Creek above Little Lost
	Richfield
	Tiger Salamanders

	Beaver River
	Beaver
	Leopard frogs


Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.
2. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

3. The 2006 Life History and Analysis of Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species of the Fishlake National Forest v4.1.

4. Conservation Agreements for Bonneville cutthroat and Colorado River cutthroat trout.

5. Utah Division of Wildlife publications on cutthroat and recreational fisheries status (eg. Hepworth et al. 2002, Hepworth et al. 2003, Chamberlain and Hepworth 2003)
6. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report and the Ten-year Fisheries and Aquatics Monitoring Report.

7. Level 2 Integrated Riparian Evaluation data and reports collected across the forest (located in the watershed files at the Fishlake Supervisors Office).

8. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

Terrestrial Wildlife:

TW(1):  What are the direct effects of the route system on terrestrial species habitat?

Monitoring data such as the information contained in the life history report offers insight into how select plant and animal populations are affected, not only by roads and trails and their use, but also in a cumulative sense from other disturbances across the landscape.  Population data offer only an indirect assessment of habitat quality since numerous disturbance factors affect populations, especially for migratory species that do not spend all of their time on forest.  However, the life history report includes maps with suitable habitat that can be compared against route locations for impact assessments.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Wildlife and vegetation specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA, including the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations.

3. The 2006 Life History and Analysis of Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species of the Fishlake National Forest v4.1
4. Wildlife and vegetation

 specialist reports done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA, including the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations.

TW(2):  How does the route system facilitate human activities that affect habitat?

The most prominent wildlife impacts being addressed in the proposed action for the route designation project are tied to motorized routes and cross-country travel in Threatened and Endangered (T & E) Plant habitats, and in important winter ranges for mule deer and elk during late winter and early spring.  Restrictions on motorized cross-country travel and seasons of use for routes and areas are designed to protect plant and animal habitats.

T & E plants are located exclusively on the eastern edge of the forest.  These plants and the soils that support them can be directly trampled and compacted by off-route motorized travel.  The road system facilitates dispersed camping and fuelwood gathering that can also be a concern when located in T & E plant habitats.  The existing travel plan has routes through and allows motorized cross-country travel over occupied T & E plant habitats.  All of the proposed actions address the existing route and area-specific concerns.  Closing the forest to cross-country travel also lowers the potential for noxious weed introduction and spread.

Historically big game would be forced down to the valley and foothills by the snow and winter conditions.  The animals would follow new vegetative growth back up to higher elevations as it became available in the spring.  Currently motorized disturbance, primarily by ATVs, is forcing deer and elk out of the green line and back into the snow during a period that the animals have low energy reserves.  The critical stress period starts about January and gets progressively more severe until spring green up begins.  Mule deer are the primary species of concern because their populations have been declining for several years.  The motorized use impacts are occurring in addition to effects from human development in winter range and fragmentation by major highway systems.  Sagebrush die off is another concern in the sagebrush steppe habitat that is particularly important winter range for mule deer.  Critical winter ranges are typically located below elevations of 9000 feet.

Antler shed gathering on ATVs is the dominant impact that the road and trail system facilitate.  Use by snowmobiles for recreation or lion hunting is a secondary concern in some locations where seasonal closures are desired.  Lion hunting has a different behavior with regards to cross-country travel since their main interest is to cruise travel routes looking for tracks rather than traveling cross-country in a grid fashion like antler shed hunters commonly do.  Non-motorized use is not the concern because it is much less prevalent and individuals disturb less area for a given period of time.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and  appendices .

2. Wildlife and vegetation specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA, including the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations.

3. The 2006 Life History and Analysis of Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species of the Fishlake National Forest v4.1
4. The 10-Year forest monitoring summary for the Fishlake National Forest.

5. The forest-wide dispersed camping site inventory in GIS.

6. Wildlife and vegetation

 specialist reports done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

TW(3):  How does the route system affect legal and illegal human activities (including trapping, hunting, poaching, harassment, road kill, or illegal kill levels)?

Game management regulations - determined by the State of Utah, and available wildlife resources, in addition to the amounts and types of motorized access help determine legal and illegal human activities that affect animal species for a given area.  The forest is also concerned about illegal takings of rare plants.  Closing the forest to motorized cross-country travel should reduce the potential for illegal takings of plants and animals.

In areas shown as open [outside of B and C restrictions] on the current travel plan, the route system facilitates motorized cross-country travel to retrieve legally and illegally downed game.  The route designation project will limit game retrieval to open designated routes only, thus prohibiting motorized cross-country travel for this purpose.  The reason for this is that there is no consistent, logical or enforceable means to assure that a given cross-country exemption for game retrieval will not result in undesirable user conflicts or resource impacts.  This policy is also consistent with restrictions on other forests and public lands in Utah.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Wildlife and vegetation specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA, including the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations.

3. The 2006 Life History and Analysis of Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species of the Fishlake National Forest v4.1
4. Wildlife and vegetation


 specialist reports done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.


TW(4):  How does the route system directly affect unique communities or special features in the area?  

Areas with special designations such as RNAs are closed to motorized cross-country travel.  However, there are special areas that have been identified through Forest Plan revision that are currently open to motorized cross-country travel.

Specific information that address this question includes:
1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and  appendices .

2. Responses to other roads analysis questions in this supplement.

3. Wildlife and vegetation specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA, including the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations.

4. The 2006 Life History and Analysis of Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species of the Fishlake National Forest v4.1
5. Wildlife and vegetation


 specialist reports done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

Economics:

EC(1)  How does the route system affect the agency’s direct costs and revenues?  What, if any, changes in the route system will increase net revenue to the agency by reducing cost, increasing revenue, or both?

The Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project may result in an increase in the mileage of authorized routes, which could lead to increased maintenance costs.  However, the increase is primarily a result of having a more complete inventory and accounting of the routes that make up the current transportation network that are needed to facilitate land management and provide public access.  The total miles of all existing routes on the ground will either stay the same (No Action) or decrease from existing conditions (action alternatives) depending on which motorized travel plan alternative is chosen.  Improved management of motorized travel, including the forest-wide closure to cross-country travel is expected to curtail the development of new user created routes, which could lead to fewer user and resource conflicts and lower costs over the longer term.  As an example, eliminating motorized cross-country travel will reduce the spread of new and existing noxious weed infestations, which over time should lower costs associated with weed treatment and control and resource impacts.  User routes created after the decision date will be obliterated unless their inclusion is supported by a separate NEPA analysis and decision.  Additionally, barriers will be used to prevent motorized travel on non-motorized routes.  These measures will help prevent arbitrary, unplanned expansion of the motorized route network.  Having greater certainty about which routes comprise the forest network should:

· improve public understanding and adherence to travel rules,

· improve the ability of the forest to prioritize and reduce motorized route and use impacts to other resources values and forest users,

· improve the forest’s ability to coordinate public access across different land ownerships, 

· focus how and where to sustain and improve motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities on the Fishlake National Forest,

· improve the forest’s ability to prioritize and budget for road and trail maintenance, and to identify public safety hazards,
· encourage greater participation by volunteer groups on road and trail improvement projects.
There will be an increase in signing costs during the initial project implementation and additional funding will be needed to implement route closures using gates, barriers, or obliteration.  Having a system of routes designated as open as opposed to “signed closed” generally results in less incentive for users to damage signs, which could result in lower long-term maintenance costs for signs.  Gated closures should reduce the need for frequent road maintenance, but gates may need repairs from vandalism and routine maintenance.  Barriers and obliteration will substantially reduce or eliminate future maintenance costs on rehabilitated routes, but will require large expenditures to implement.  There will also be a cost to update and public annual revisions to the Motor Vehicle Use map, although there is strong potential to generate partnerships to cover this expenditure.  Numerous forest users conduct unsolicited route maintenance such as clearing fallen rocks and trees from trail paths, and at times added cross-drainage.  It is not possible to quantify the net value of their contributions, but it is likely significant based on qualitative observations.
Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Reports for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

3. The Implementation Plan for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project.

EC(2)  How does the route system affect the priced and non-priced consequences included in economic efficiency analysis used to assess net benefits to society?

The forest has determined that the proposals included in the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project result in a greater aggregate economic efficiency (using the elements shown on pages 83 through 86 of the FS-643 Roads Analysis document).  Forest Plan monitoring and the pre-NEPA assessment indicate that the proposed actions should lead to reduced user conflicts and resource impacts, while providing better customer service by providing a simpler transportation plan that is more consistent with other public land management agencies.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.

3. Responses to other roads analysis questions in this supplement that directly address the economic consequences listed on pages 84 and 85 of the FS-643 Roads Analysis document.

4. 2002 Off-highway Vehicle Uses and Owner Preferences in Utah (Revised) publication.

5. Specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA.

6. Reports for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA, including the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations.

EC(3)  How does the route system affect the distribution of benefits and costs among affected people?

Equity of the proposed route designations will be evaluated by the decision maker using socio-economic and bio-physical resource tradeoffs presented in the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project EIS, Forest Plan revision information, and based on applicable environmental laws.  Rationale for the decision will be documented in the Record of Decision for the FEIS.  

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.

3. Responses to other roads analysis questions in this supplement that directly address the economic consequences listed on page 87 of the FS-643 Roads Analysis document.

4. 2002 Off-highway Vehicle Uses and Owner Preferences in Utah (Revised) publication.

5. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

6. Trend and demographic information, example 1 and example 2.

7. Specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA.

8. Reports for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA, including the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations – in particular how well each alternative addresses public needs and meets legal requirements.

9. Public comments to the Fishlake OHV Route Designation scoping and the DEIS.

Commodity Production – Timber, Minerals, Range, and Water:

TM(1):  How does road spacing and location affect logging system feasibility?

Tractor logging, which is road dependent, is typically the only logging system used on the forest.  The route designation project is only addressing existing roads - not needs for new construction.  Many of the gated roads on the existing travel plan are roads whose primary purpose is timber harvesting access and these are maintained in the proposed action and alternatives where long-term silvicultural management is a concern.  Most of the forest is within ½ mile of an existing motorized route so access is generally not limiting to logging feasibility.  Economics and Forest Plan standards to protect roadless and other values will usually be a tighter constraint than any change in motorized access that will be proposed in the route designation project.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

3. Findings from the Forest Plan Timber Topical Working Group (TWiG).

TM(2):  How does the road system affect managing the suitable timber base and other lands?

Roads are integral to managing the suitable timber base since tractor logging is the only system in common use.  However, access to timber mills is more limiting given the few that exist within an economically viable travel distance from the forest.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

3. Findings from the Forest Plan Timber Topical Working Group (TWiG).
4. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

TM(3):  How does the road system affect access to timber stands needing silvicultural treatment?

See answers to TM(1) and TM(2).  The current and anticipated trend is for increased reliance on Wildland Fire Use and prescribed burning to accomplish silvicultural objectives.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Annual Forest insect and disease aerial detection and mapping surveys.
3. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

4. Findings from the Forest Plan Timber Topical Working Group (TWiG).
5. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

MM(1):  How does the route system affect access to locatable, leaseable, and salable minerals?

The forest has prepared a reasonably foreseeable development scenario for oil and gas development on the Fishlake National Forest.  Most of the forest is within ½ mile of an existing motorized route so access is generally not limiting to mineral access.  However, a site-specific development proposal is needed to determine if existing access is adequate.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

3. Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario for Oil and Gas on the Fishlake National Forest.

RM(1):  How does the route system affect access to range allotments?

Motorized access is adequate to most allotments.  Horses traveling cross-country or on non-motorized trails are commonly used where motorized access is not available.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Findings from the Forest Plan Grazing Topical Working Group (TWiG).
3. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

WP(1):  How does the route system affect access, constructing, maintaining, monitoring, and operating water diversions, impoundments, and distribution canals or pipes?

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.
2. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.
3. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report.
4. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
WP(2):  How does road and trail development and use affect water quality in municipal watersheds?

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.

2. Watershed and aquatics specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA.

3. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

4. The Ten-year Watershed Monitoring Report.

5. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

WP(3):  How does the road system affect access to hydroelectric power generation?

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and Appendix C.
2. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
SP(1):  How does the route system affect access for collecting special forest products?

The number of households using wood for home heating decreased appreciably when natural gas arrived to this part of Utah, but a number still depend on wood fuel.  The 2005 travel rule specifies that gathering of special forest products is subject to the terms and conditions of issued permits.  The forest has identified a need to update allowable use areas to better reflect rare plant and cultural resource protection needs.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.
2. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
General Public Transportation:

GT(1):  How does the route system connect to non-Forest Service routes and provide primary access to communities?

Access to public lands from non-Forest Service roads and communities is an important issue that is being coordinated with city and county governments and through public involvement for the   Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.
2. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

3. Findings from the Forest Plan OHV Topical Working Group (TWiG).
4. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
GT(2):  How does the route system connect large blocks of land in other ownership to public roads (ad hoc communities, subdivision, inholdings, and so on)?

Travel management consistency is being coordinated with the Richfield and Fillmore Districts of the Bureau of Land Management, Capitol Reef National Park, Fremont Indian State Park, Otter Creek State Park, Utah Division of Wildlife and SITLA lands, and city and county public lands.  This important issue has been further informed through public involvement for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project.  The Paiute ATV trail and Great Western Trails form an integrated road and trail network that connects communities surrounding the forest with other forests and western states.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.
2. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.
3. Findings from the Forest Plan OHV Topical Working Group (TWiG).
4. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
5. Observations of Paiute ATV trail economic impacts on local communities.
GT(3):  How does the route system affect managing roads with shared ownership or with limited jurisdiction?  

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.
2. The results achieved by addressing questions GT(1) and GT(2).
3. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
4. The 2005 travel management rule.

GT(4):  How does the route system address the safety of roads users?

A safety and mixed-used analysis has been prepared in conjunction with the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project.  It will be important to note on the travel map and sign on the ground that not all designated routes will be safe for all users or all types of OHVs.  This is a natural outcome from providing a diversity of riding experiences, which are strongly desired by the motorized users.  The forest will need to work towards assigning difficulty levels to the designated trail system, especially where expert experience is required to safely traverse a route.  Recommendations of the mixed use safety analysis are required project mitigation.

Additional information that address this question is:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.
2. The Consumer Product Safety Commission report on OHV accidents and safety.
3. Findings from the Forest Plan OHV Topical Working Group (TWiG).
4. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
Administrative Use:

AU(1):  How does the route system affect access needed for research, inventory, and monitoring?

The Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project will maintain or improve existing levels of protection of Research Natural Areas in part by preventing the encroachment of motorized access into RNAs including through cross-country travel.  Inventory and monitoring will continue to occur as it has in the past using a variety of air and land travel options.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

AU(2):  How does the route system affect investigative or enforcement activities.

Most illegal activities on National Forest occur in areas where routes facilitate motorized access so roads and trails are used by criminals and criminal investigators alike.  Motorized trails, or non-motorized trails used illegally by ATVs, are more problematic for law enforcement than roads for safety reasons.  Law enforcement officers are more vulnerable if they have to walk or use an ATV to access an active crime scene, especially at night.  Their street vehicle offers better protection in terms of armor, communication, and escape.  

An important component of the purpose and need for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project is to create a motorized travel plan that is more easily enforced than the existing plan.  Added simplicity of the travel rules and maps, and greater consistency with adjoining public lands should improve public understanding and adherence to travel rules and should foster cooperative law enforcement with other agencies.  Closing the forest to motorized cross-country travel will reduce the ambiguity of having to prove that a given cross-country user is causing “resource damage”.  Some routes will be added and others deleted as the new travel plan is implemented.  Existing unauthorized motorized use will either be made legal through the route designation project or the route will be more effectively (physically) closed such as through obliteration.  In either case, enforcement workloads will hopefully be reduced to some degree.  

Additional information that address this question is:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Findings from the Forest Plan OHV Topical Working Group (TWiG).
3. The Implementation Plan for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project.

4. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

5. The Mixed Use Safety Analysis prepared for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project.

Protection:

PT(1):  How does the route system affect fuels management?

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. The Utah Fire Amendment.
3. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

4. Findings from the Forest Plan Timber Topical Working Groups (TWiG).

5. The vegetation specialist report
 and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

PT(2):  How does the route system affect the capacity of the Forest Service and cooperators to suppress wildfires?

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. The Utah Fire Amendment.

3. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

4. Findings from the Forest Plan Timber Topical Working Groups (TWiG).
5. The vegetation specialist report
 and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

PT(3):  How does the route system affect risk to firefighters and to public safety?

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. The Wildland Urban Interface structure and improvement inventory that is in GIS.

3. The Utah Fire Amendment.
4. The vegetation specialist report
 and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

5. The Mixed Use Safety Analysis prepared for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project.

PT(4):  How does the route system contribute to airborne dust emissions resulting in reduced visibility and human health concerns?

ATV jamboree events, holiday use, and intense use during wildfire suppression and other management activities usually result in the most significant increases in airborne dust emissions.  This depends on road prism particle sizes and climate.  Roads and trails with native, unimproved running surfaces are the most prone to air and water pollution.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Watershed and aquatics specialist report done for the OHV Event EA.

3. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

Recreation:

UR(1) and RR(1):  Is there now or will there be in the future excess supply or demand for roaded or unroaded recreation opportunities?

Road and motorized trail use monitoring and OHV sales indicates that there is increasing demand for motorized recreation.  There is likely increasing demand for unroaded recreational opportunities as well.  The consensus from managers on the Fishlake National Forest is that there are not a lot of opportunities for expanding the supply of motorized recreational opportunities, although refinements such as connecting routes and facility improvement are needed.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. The 2001 Utah Statewide Trails Survey.

3. 2002 Off-highway Vehicle Uses and Owner Preferences in Utah (Revised) publication.

4. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.

5. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

6. Findings from the Forest Plan Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
7. The Fishlake National Visitor Use Monitoring Report.
8. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment OHV Report.
9. 
The 1994 and 2000 White Paper reports prepared by the Fishlake National Forest.

10. The 1994 recreation strategy for the Fishlake National Forest.

11. The 1995 and 1996 and 1997 and 1998 and 1999 and 2000 and 2001 and 2002 and 2003 and 2004 and 2005 Paiute and Great Western Trail monitoring reports.

12. The existing Recreation Opportunity Spectrum map in GIS.

13. The recreation and undeveloped/unroaded specialist report and public involvement files (previous projects, scoping comments, DEIS comments

) for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

14. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment survey results.

15. Trend and demographic information, example 1 and example 2.
16. Historic OHV registration data for the State of Utah.

UR(2) and RR(2):  Is developing new roads into unroaded areas, decommissioning of existing roads, or changing the maintenance of existing roads causing substantial changes in the quantity, quality, or type of unroaded (or roaded) recreation opportunities?

The largest potential for change in primitive recreation opportunities proposed within the route designation project is the closure of the forest to motorized cross-country travel, which currently allows motorized use on non-motorized trails and is resulting in continual creation of new user-created routes.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. The 2001 Utah Statewide Trails Survey.

3. 2002 Off-highway Vehicle Uses and Owner Preferences in Utah (Revised) publication.

4. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.

5. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

6. Findings from the Forest Plan Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
7. The Fishlake National Visitor Use Monitoring Report.
8. The 1994 and 2000 White Paper reports prepared by the Fishlake National Forest.

9. The 1994 recreation strategy for the Fishlake National Forest.

10. The 1995 and 1996 and 1997 and 1998 and 1999 and 2000 and 2001 and 2002 and 2003 and 2004 and 2005 Paiute and Great Western Trail monitoring reports.

11. The undeveloped/unroaded specialist report and public involvement files (previous projects, scoping comments, DEIS comments

) for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

12. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment.



UR(4) and RR(4):  Who participates in unroaded (and roaded) recreation in the areas affected by constructing, maintaining, and decommissioning roads?

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The Fishlake National Visitor Use Monitoring Report.
2. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment OHV Report.


3. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

4. The 2001 Utah Statewide Trails Survey.

5. 2002 Off-highway Vehicle Uses and Owner Preferences in Utah (Revised) publication.

6. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.

7. 2001 motorized use data from the Motorcycle Industry Council.

8. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

9. Findings from the Forest Plan Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
10. The 1994 and 2000 White Paper reports prepared by the Fishlake National Forest.

11. The 1994 recreation strategy for the Fishlake National Forest.

12. The 1995 and 1996 and 1997 and 1998 and 1999 and 2000 and 2001 and 2002 and 2003 and 2004 and 2005 Paiute and Great Western Trail monitoring reports.

13. The undeveloped/unroaded specialist report and public involvement files (previous projects, scoping comments, DEIS comments

) for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

14. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment survey results including Fishlake National Forest summaries.

15. Trend and demographic information, example 1 and example 2.

UR(5) and RR(5):  What are these participants’ attachment to the area, how strong are their feelings, and what are alternative opportunities and locations available?

The public responses to scoping and DEIS comments provide the most direct responses to this question.

Specific information that address this question includes:

16. The Fishlake National Visitor Use Monitoring Report.
17. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment OHV Report.


18. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

19. The 2001 Utah Statewide Trails Survey.

20. 2002 Off-highway Vehicle Uses and Owner Preferences in Utah (Revised) publication.

21. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.

22. 2001 motorized use data from the Motorcycle Industry Council.

23. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

24. Findings from the Forest Plan Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
25. The 1994 and 2000 White Paper reports prepared by the Fishlake National Forest.

26. The 1994 recreation strategy for the Fishlake National Forest.

27. The 1995 and 1996 and 1997 and 1998 and 1999 and 2000 and 2001 and 2002 and 2003 and 2004 and 2005 Paiute and Great Western Trail monitoring reports.

28. The undeveloped/unroaded specialist report and public involvement files (previous projects, scoping comments, DEIS comments

) for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

29. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment survey results including Fishlake National Forest summaries.

30. Trend and demographic information, example 1 and example 2.

UR(6) and RR(6):  How does the route system affect the Scenic Integrity?  How is developing new routes, decommissioning of existing routes, or changing the maintenance of existing routes into unroaded areas affecting the Scenic Integrity?

Motorized cross-country travel, when not over snow, creates the most noticeable impacts to scenic integrity on the forest.  The damages are especially evident when user-created routes are located in and around dispersed campsites, on steep slopes, through wet meadows and riparian areas, and within undeveloped areas.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

3. Findings from the Forest Plan Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
4. The undeveloped/unroaded specialist report and public involvement files (previous projects, scoping comments, DEIS comments) for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

5. The 1994 recreation strategy for the Fishlake National Forest.

Passive Values, Social Issues, Civil Rights, and Environmental Justice:

PV(1):  Do areas planned for road or trail construction, closure, or decommissioning have unique physical or biological characteristics, such as unique natural features and threatened or endangered species?

The Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project only affects existing routes.  No new road construction will occur, but some existing routes will be closed with gates or barriers or through obliteration.  Several specific route and area decisions are based on the need to protect Threatened and Endangered plants in particular, but also within other unique areas that are being considered for special designations in Forest Plan revision.  The closures are expected to reduce the potential for affecting unique physical and biological characteristics.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Vegetation, soils, wildlife, and aquatics specialist reports done for the OHV Event EA, including the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations.

3. The 2006 Life History and Analysis of Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species of the Fishlake National Forest v4.1.
4. Conservation Agreements for Bonneville cutthroat and Colorado River cutthroat trout.

5. Forest Plan revision public involvement and geographic area information.

6. soilsVegetation


, , watershed and aquaticswildlife

, , heritage resources, and undeveloped/unroaded specialist reports done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA, including the Biological Assessments and the Biological Evaluations.

PV(2):  Do areas planned for road or trail construction, closure, or decommissioning have unique cultural, traditional, symbolic, sacred, spiritual, or religious significance?

Native Americans are reluctant to share the location of Sacred or Traditional Cultural Properties with the Forest Service unless an action is proposed for that area.  On the Fishlake, we know of four valued areas:  Fish Lake, Walkara’s burial above Meadow, Quitchumpah Canyon on the Old Woman Plateau, and the Greenwich Canyon burials west of Greenwich.  The Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project only affects existing routes.  No new road construction will occur.  Consultation with potentially impacted tribes has occurred during the NEPA process and will continue through implementation.  Cultural resource surveys have been and are being conducted to assure that route additions and obliterations do not impact heritage resources.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Forest Plan revision public involvement and geographic area information.

3. Heritage resources specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
4. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment survey results including demographic and regional summaries.
5. Pre-historic site probability predictions from the logistic regression model developed for the Fishlake National Forest.
6. Programmatic agreement between the Fishlake National Forest and the Utah State Historic Preservation Office.
PV(3) and PV(4): (PV 3-4 have been combined into the following question:)
Who currently holds passive use values and what will be the potential effect, positive and negative, of building, closing, or decommissioning roads and trails on passive-use values?

All of the sites listed in PV(2) are accessed or lie near trails or primitive roads.  The tribes with vested values in these areas are the Utes, Paiutes, and less so – the Hopis.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. The Fishlake National Visitor Use Monitoring Report.

3. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment OHV Report.
4. 
Forest Plan revision public involvement and geographic area information.

5. Findings from the Forest Plan Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
6. The undeveloped/unroaded and heritage resources specialist reports done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

SI(1):  What are peoples perceived needs and values for roads and trails?  How does road and trail management affect people’s dependence on, need for, and desire for routes?

Public involvement from past projects and for the route designation EIS (scoping comments, DEIS comments) provide direct documentation of the answer to this question.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The Fishlake National Visitor Use Monitoring Report.
2. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment OHV Report.
3. 
The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

4. The 2001 Utah Statewide Trails Survey.

5. 2002 Off-highway Vehicle Uses and Owner Preferences in Utah (Revised) publication.

6. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.

7. 2001 motorized use data from the Motorcycle Industry Council.

8. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

9. Findings from the Forest Plan Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
10. The recreation specialist report and public involvement files (previous projects, scoping comments, DEIS comments) for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

11. Observations of Paiute ATV trail economic impacts on local communities.

SI(2):  What are people’s perceived needs and values for access?  How does route management affect people’s dependence on, need for, and desire for access?

Public involvement from past projects and for the route designation EIS (scoping comments, DEIS comments) provide direct documentation of the answer to this question.  The entire forest is open to non-motorized travel year round.  It critical to note that loss of a motorized route is not automatically equivalent to a loss of access.  The forest has many routes that offer redundant access.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The Fishlake National Visitor Use Monitoring Report.

2. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment OHV Report.
3. 
The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

4. The 2001 Utah Statewide Trails Survey.

5. 2002 Off-highway Vehicle Uses and Owner Preferences in Utah (Revised) publication.

6. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.

7. 2001 motorized use data from the Motorcycle Industry Council.

8. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

9. Findings from the Forest Plan Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
10. The recreation specialist report and public involvement files (previous projects, scoping comments, DEIS comments) for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.

11. The 1994 recreation strategy for the Fishlake National Forest.

12. Historic OHV registration data for the State of Utah.

SI(3): How does the route system affect access to paleontological, archaeological, and historical sites? 

In most cases, the road and trail system will affect the historic sites more than their prehistoric counterparts simply because they are more visible.  Exceptions include some rock art sites near routes that have been impacted by road and trail users.  The Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project is only evaluating existing routes.  No new road construction will occur.  Consultation with potentially impacted tribes has occurred during the NEPA process and will continue during implementation.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Forest Plan revision public involvement and geographic area information.

3. Heritage resources specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
4. Pre-historic site probability predictions from the logistic regression model developed for the Fishlake National Forest.

5. Programmatic agreement between the Fishlake National Forest and the Utah State Historic Preservation Office.
SI(4): How does the route system affect cultural and traditional uses (such as plant gathering, and access to traditional and cultural sites), and American Indian Treaty Rights?  

Roads and trails do provide access into areas of cultural and traditional uses.  No Native American Treaty Rights will be affected although the Paiutes have an annual Special Use Permit for the south end of Fish Lake, which is roaded.  This access will be maintained.  The Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project only affects existing routes.  No new road construction will occur.  Consultation with potentially impacted tribes has occurred during the NEPA process and will continue during implementation.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Forest Plan revision public involvement and geographic area information.

3. Heritage resources specialist report and tribal consultation done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
SI(5):  How does road and trail management affect historic roads and trails?

The intent of this question is to address roads that qualify as historic roads under the National Historic Preservation Act (1966) rather than RS-2477 claims.  Even so, county governments will undoubtedly represent their interests with regards to the proposed actions potential impacts to RS-2477 claims.  Short abandoned segments of State Route 153, evaluated as eligible for inclusion on the National Register, are simply avoided by road maintenance activities and would not be impacted by the route designation project.  A significant road in Tommy Hollow, formerly a segment of the Western Cutoff of the Old Spanish Trail, has been evaluated as significant for inclusion on the National Register and the management and interpretive plan that was developed in 2004.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Heritage resources specialist report and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
3. Management and Interpretative plan for the Western Cutoff trail.

SI(6): How may local community social, and economic health be affected, positively and negatively, by road and trail management (for example, lifestyles, businesses, wood products, tourism industry, infrastructure maintenance)?

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.

2. 2002 Off-highway Vehicle Uses and Owner Preferences in Utah (Revised) publication

3. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

4. The Fishlake National Visitor Use Monitoring Report.

5. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment OHV Report.
6. 
Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

7. Findings from the Forest Plan Timber, Range, Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
8. The recreation and heritage resources specialist reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA (scoping comments, DEIS comments).
9. Observations of Paiute ATV trail economic impacts on local communities.
SI(7): For communities adjacent to the forest with industries dependent upon forest –related resources (wood products, mineral, grazing, tourism), what are the local values of currently unroaded areas surrounding the communities?  

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.

2. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

3. The Fishlake National Visitor Use Monitoring Report.

4. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment OHV Report.
5. 
Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

6. Findings from the Forest Plan Timber, Range, Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
7. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA (scoping comments, DEIS comments).
8. Observations of Paiute ATV trail economic impacts on local communities.
SI(8): How does road and trail management affect wilderness attributes, including natural integrity, natural appearance, opportunities for solitude, and opportunities for primitive recreation?

The Fishlake National Forest does not have any Wilderness areas or primitive areas.  However, the effects of the route designation project to wilderness potential within unroaded and undeveloped areas is assessed and disclosed in the EIS.  Closing the forest to cross-country travel will protect about 345,000 acres of inventoried roadless area that are currently open to motorized cross-country travel.

Additional information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

3. Findings from the Forest Plan Timber, Range, Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
4. The undeveloped/unroaded specialist report and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA (scoping comments, DEIS comments).
SI(9): What are the traditional uses of animal and plant species within the area of analysis?

Traditional uses of animals and plants on the forest are extensive.  A sample of the fauna and floral include deer, desert big horn sheep, antelope, bear, possibly buffalo, rabbits, woodchucks, squirrels, beaver, badger, aquatic birds, fish, sage, gooseberry, snowberry, currant, Indian ricegrass, cattail, pinyon nuts, gambel oak acorns, juniper, and aspen.  The Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project only affects existing routes.  No new road construction will occur.  Consultation with potentially impacted tribes will occur throughout the NEPA process.

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

2. Forest Plan revision public involvement and geographic area information.

3. Heritage resources specialist report done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA.
 SI(10): How does road and tail management affect people’s sense of place?

Sense of place is a central theme that was used to define the geographic areas being used to revise the Dixie and Fishlake Forest Plans.  The Forest Planning effort adds considerably to our understanding of the public’s sense of place as do public comments from past projects and that done for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project (scoping comments, DEIS comments).

Specific information that address this question includes:

1. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

2. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

3. Findings from the Forest Plan Timber, Range, Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
4. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.
5. The Fishlake National Visitor Use Monitoring Report
6. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment OHV Report.
7. 
Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA (scoping comments, DEIS comments).
CR(1):  How does the route system, or its management, affect certain groups of people (minority, ethnic, racial, disabled, and low-income groups)?

Public involvement from past projects and for the route designation EIS (scoping comments, DEIS comments) provide direct documentation of the answer to this question.  
Specific information that address this question includes:

1. The Social and Economic Assessment generated by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the Forest Plan revision effort.
2. The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis Report and appendices.

3. Forest Plan revision public involvement files and geographic area information.

4. Findings from the Forest Plan Timber, Range, Roadless/Wilderness, Dispersed Recreation, and OHV Topical Working Groups (TWiGs).
5. The Fishlake National Visitor Use Monitoring Report
6. National Survey on Recreation and the Environment OHV Report.
7. 
National Survey on Recreation and the Environment survey results including demographic and regional summaries.
8. Reports and public involvement files for the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project pre-NEPA and NEPA (scoping comments, DEIS comments).
9. Trend and demographic information, example 1 and example 2.
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Purpose and Products

The purpose of this step is to:

· compare the current motorized system with what is desirable or acceptable, and

· describe options for modifying the road and motorized trail system that would achieve desirable or acceptable conditions.

The products of this step are:

· a descriptive ranking of the problems and risks posed by the current route system and a description of opportunities for addressing important problems and risks, 

· an Adaptive Management process for revising and improving the initial travel plan rules and designations, and

· known travel planning projects and actions requiring additional evaluation and NEPA analysis beyond that provided in the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project FEIS.

· Identification of Forest Plan amendments that are needed in relation to the motorized travel plan and travel management. 

Problems and Risks Posed by the Current Road and Trail Systems & Opportunities for Addressing Important Problems and Risks 

Lack of Adequate Funding for Road and Trail Maintenance.   The current funding level for roads and trails fall short of what is needed to fully maintaining the route systems on the forest.  Future program funding is not expected to increase more than inflation and deferred maintenance needs will accumulate.  The forest needs to look at options to fund and more efficiently manage the maintenance costs of the road and trail system or reduce the number of miles.  The forest also needs to prevent user created expansion of the motorized road network.  The Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project is a significant first step towards this end.  Some options are:

1. Designate a motorized travel plan to provide greater certainty as to which routes are part of the motorized and non-motorized systems.  Create a motorized travel plan that is simpler to implement and enforce.

2. Promptly obliterate existing and future user created routes that are not part of the designated motorized travel plan.

3. Barrier and/or rehabilitate non-motorized routes to prevent conversion to motorized use through encroachment.  Use barriers to prevent full sized vehicles from converting motorized trails to roads.  Restore non-motorized trails to single tracks where possible to eliminate the visual impression that the route is open to motorized vehicles.

4. Gate and/or harden running surfaces on roads and trails that are susceptible to damage from motorized use during wet periods.

5. Prioritize available budgets based on maintenance needs and the relative importance of at-risk resource values.  Not all routes require the same level or frequency of maintenance nor do they have the same potential for resource impacts.

6. Look for other funding sources to supplement the roads budget (eg. cooperative dollars from interested road agencies, publics, or user groups, or the use of Gas tax dollars through the Public Roads program). 

7. Look for opportunities to reduce the road system (eg. Converting roads to other uses – trails; transferring roads to other road agencies; reducing maintenance levels; closing or obliterating unneeded roads and motorized trails).

8. Convert roads that primarily serve private in-holding access to special use roads with permittees maintenance responsibility.

9. Consider using Recreation Enhancement Act authorities to collect user fees for motorized and non-motorized trails on the forest.  Use the funds collected for trail maintenance and improvements.

Invasive Plants.  Roads and trails, and cross-country travel facilitate the introduction and spread of invasive plants.  The following actions would help to prevent establishment or provide early detection of invasive plants:  

1. Designate a motorized route system to provide greater certainty about where invasive plants are likely to be introduced, perpetuate, spread, and require treatment.
2. Implement the Coordinated Weed Management Agreements for treatment and to facilitate internal and external weed education, including the development of weed management Best Management Practices.  Follow the priorities listed in the Fishlake Noxious Weed Management Environmental Assessment.

3. Educate and strongly recommend to the public that all OHVs be washed and free of any weed seed before coming onto the forest.  This is especially critical for vehicles coming in from outside the seven counties that encompass the forest [Beaver, Juab, Millard, Piute, Sanpete, Sevier, and Wayne] because new species can be introduced.

4. Improve monitoring for weed outbreaks.  Maintain maps of species occurrence, the timing and type of treatments applied, and status of the infestation.  

5. Training of permanent and seasonal employees on weed identification and weed management Best Management Practices should become standard procedure.  Implement a reward system for location of new populations.

6. Create wash stations at each District to facilitate the removal of mud and seeds from OHVs owned and operated by the Forest Service.  Require regular washing of highway vehicles, especially if the rig has been in potential infestation areas off-forest.

7. Extend weed training and education to OHV user groups and public schools.  Include weed management education signs at OHV kiosks and at trailheads.

8. Prioritize monitoring and treatment on high use recreation areas especially trail heads.

9. Require commercial equipment used for Forest Service contracts to be washed free of noxious weed seeds prior to entering National Forests and be washed at designated locations between work sites if working within 1 mile of known infested areas. 
10. Follow the national invasive plant strategies for the Forest Service.

11. Recommend that all vehicles be washed and free of weed seed before traveling on the Forest’s designated motorized roads or trails.

12. Proactively use posters and public service announcements for this education campaign.  Feature Taz as the poster child and the voice of prudent and responsible recreation.  Use a theme:  “WW”—‘be Weed Warriors,’ and ‘Wash before you ride!’.  Continue giving free coupons for OHV washes at local car washes as was done in 2006 for the Rocky Mountain ATV Jamboree.

13. Develop a program to provide mud flaps imprinted with “weed warrior” or “wash and wride” themes to people who purchase ATV’s or other OHV equipment.

14. The new cooperative weed management areas in the counties will have networks that could be used to provide information and education.  Such activities would help create a sense of awareness with the public.

Protection of rare plants.  The following measures would help reduce potential impacts to rare plants and their habitat.

1. Relocate routes that have individuals of Last Chance townsendia growing within close proximity of the routes’ tracks.

2. In Alternative 2, extend the gated portion of the road 0.2 of a mile to the east and put the gate on the forest boundary in the NE quarter of the NE quarter of Section 19, Township 26 S. and Range 5 E.  In Alternative 3, gate the entire 1-mile length of that same route in Section 19.  Consider designating the route on the southern edge of Section 19 that goes east to the forest boundary as open yearlong rather than obliterating that 0.7-mile of route.  Alternative 5 addresses this area by restricting use to administrative use only.

3. Restrict motorized access to dispersed use areas, on a case-by-case basis, where occupied or potential for Last Chance townsendia and other rare plant habitats occur.

4. Do not permit fuel wood gathering or special forest products collection in areas of occupied or potential habitat for Last Chance townsendia in accordance with recovery plan (US Fish and Wildlife Service 1993).

5. Designate distinct boundaries for the open use areas that area clearly discernable on the ground for all users of the areas.  This is particularly important for the Flat Canyon open use area near Richfield. 

6. Mitigate possible impacts to rare plants or their habitats for populations that are discovered after this plan is approved and implemented in accordance with recovery plan (US Fish and Wildlife Service 1993).
7. Do not designate areas for firewood or special forest product collection where a population of any Forest Service sensitive or Federally listed Threatened or Endangered species is known to occur.  

8. Update the GIS layer of the known locations for dispersed use sites that have allowable motorized access.  This can be the baseline for dispersed use sites, and thus the basis to preclude the continual addition of new dispersed use sites in areas of potential rare plant habitat.

Managing Seasonal Closures.  Public compliance with seasonal closures has in many cases been poor in the past.  Offenders often willfully violate the closure or are unaware of the travel plan requirements.  A recommendation from this analysis is that all seasonal closures be gated where feasible.  Gates should improve compliance, plus they offer an added benefit that the season of closure can be extended past April 15th if the snow, route, or habitat warrant extra protection in a given year.

Managing Dispersed Recreation.  Dispersed recreation needs to be better managed in select areas across the forest.  This issue can be addressed in the Forest Plan revision effort for affected Geographic Areas.  Problem areas include the UM Creek drainage, Tidwell slopes, Big Flat, Big John Flat, Mill Creek, Salina Creek near Beaver Creek, and the area from Koosharem Creek south and west to Bean Hill on Monroe Mountain.  Dispersed camping and access is also an issue in boreal toad habitat near Barney Reservoir.  Potential needs include designating dispersed camping sites, adding bathroom facilities, hardening or closing sites, building alternate sites, relocating sites and placing barriers to keep campers a minimum distance from perennial streams, and possibly using rest rotations for sites.  Displacement effects should be studied and considered prior to improving or closing sites.  Preferred strategies should contain and concentrate use rather than dispersing or displacing existing use [see discussion for question EF(4)].  Follow recommendations developed for the dispersed recreation strategy once completed.  The strategy is based on a forest-wide assessment that was conducted in the summer of 2006.  

Managing Temporary Routes.  Several of the currently unauthorized routes that have been converted to motorized roads and trails by users started out as temporary access roads for Forest Service timber sales, juniper chainings, Dixie harrow treatments, water pipelines and improvements, fence lines, mining, powerline corridors, and firelines.  The Forest should assure that temporary roads and treatment areas are rehabilitated and do not encourage or allow the use or creation of new motorized routes.  

Public Forest Service Roads (PFSR).  The original Dixie and Fishlake Roads analysis report recommended numerous roads to include into the PFSR program, which allows for expenditures of gas tax funds for road maintenance costs.  In contradiction with what is claimed in that report, those roads were never discussed and brought forward as an interdisciplinary team recommendation.  There are numerous potential management, resource, and recreation impacts that need to be evaluated before pursuing any of the options identified.  An example of a hydrologic and aquatics concern is that many of these roads currently impact riparian zones and streams given their current locations in and adjacent to channels.  The road prism template may need to be enlarged and reconstructed in order to qualify as a PFSR, which would lead to greater resource impacts.  In addition, the Forest Service would lose some of the discretionary authority over the road use and management, which could lead to creating or perpetuating adverse resource impacts.  Therefore, adding roads to the PFSR program should be applied with these considerations in mind and should rely on an interdisciplinary process.  

Aquatic Restoration.  Reducing impacts from road disturbances will give more flexibility for conducting terrestrial restoration and will go a long way towards restoring aquatic ecosystems by reducing existing risks and the potential for cumulative effects.  The current composition, structure, and function of terrestrial ecosystems on the Fishlake National Forests is often dramatically different than pre-European settlement conditions.  However, the terrestrial ecosystem is integral to an aquatic ecosystem that is even more altered.  This becomes clear when you consider the fact that the terrestrial ecosystem, vegetation in particular, is only one of many elements that have significantly changed the normal watershed process and function that existed prior to European settlement.  Other elements not related to vegetation such as dams and reservoirs, diversions, encroaching and riparian roads have in many cases significantly altered aquatic systems while causing little or no damage to terrestrial systems.  Therefore, recommendations for the management and restoration of terrestrial ecosystems must simultaneously consider the needs of and effects to aquatic ecosystems or further loss of watershed and stream function will occur.  Failure to do so may lead to dire consequences, especially with regards to the valuable native cutthroat and recreational fisheries that exist on the forest.  Restoration of terrestrial ecosystems can and should occur and is very important to the long-term risk management and restoration of watersheds.  However, terrestrial restoration should be conducted in places and at scales and rates that do not further degrade aquatic ecosystems.  Reducing or eliminating the alteration of normal slope hydrology and stream hydraulics by roads and motorized trails is an important prerequisite to protect aquatic systems, while restoring the uplands.  Actions that need to be taken includes the following:

1. Roads and trails that encroach on stream channels, riparian areas and wetlands that cannot be relocated or realigned should be redesigned to minimize impacts to the fullest practical extent.  Encroaching and riparian routes should be obliterated when excess to long-term transportation needs, or if the route cannot be redesigned to prevent undue resource damages.  Relocate routes out of wetland areas, where possible or use measures to restore the hydrology of the wetland.  Examples include raised prisms with diffuse drainage such as French drains and setting road-crossing bottoms at natural levels of wet meadow surfaces.  The normal slope hydrology should be restored in riparian areas and wetlands that have been dewatered by the road system.

2. Numerous road and trail surfaces and ditchlines on the forest currently drain directly into ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial streams.  It is a standard Best Management Practice to safely drain intercepted water before reaching channels, which includes having enough undisturbed slope between the end of the drainage structure and the channel to allow re-infiltration of water, and the filtering and detainment of sediment.  

3. Stream crossings should be designed to safely pass streamflow and debris associated with the 100-year floods.  This includes aligning the crossings consistent with the channel pattern, using inlet control, and not appreciably widening or narrowing the active channel dimensions as the stream flows through the structure.  It is also important to drain the route surface and/or ditchlines prior to reaching the crossing.  Route crossings should be constructed so that they do not have potential to divert streamflow down the driving surface, or so that intercepted water can quickly and safely be returned to the channel.  The impacts from sediment or contamination related to direct vehicle contact with water on forded crossings should be weighed against the risk of catastrophic failure that a constructed structure would create.  For streams with wide floodplains it is often not feasible or desirable to pass all of the Q100 flow through one structure.  A structure can also be designed to pass the Q100 flows and debris over the crossing in addition to through – vented fords are an example.  Wet crossings should generally not be forded if the stream has or is at risk of having aquatic nuisance species introduced or becoming infected with whirling disease.  Use of structural designs that result in natural or simulated stream bottoms are preferred to promote fish passage.  The number of channel crossings should be reduced when possible to minimize the potential for adverse impacts to aquatic resources.  Natural channels should always be restored on routes that will be obliterated or where a barrier will close an area to all use.

4. Routes should not be allowed to intercept, concentrate, or reroute excessive amounts of water and sediment on or below the road or trail.  Cross drainage on ditched and outsloped routes should be frequent enough that the normal downslope movement of water is essentially uninhibited.  This helps prevent the loss of route surface materials and prevents the creation of gullies below the culvert or cross-drain outlets.  Motorized routes that are obliterated or closed with a barrier should have frequent self-maintaining cross drainage installed as part of the closure.

5. Routes above or on slopes sensitive to mass failures should be evaluated to determine if relocation, redesign, or obliteration is needed to prevent the route from triggering mass slope failures. 

Obliteration methods will include passive and active restoration techniques.  Passive techniques rely on removing the human induced disturbance mechanisms and then relying on natural recovery.  Active restoration techniques potentially include use of a Dixie Harrow in sagebrush or a disc or seed drill in grass vegetation types.  Steeper slopes and larger prisms will typically require the use of excavators and/or dozers.  Regardless of the method used, stream crossings will be restored and self-maintaining drainage will be installed where needed.  All obliterations will use signs, barriers, or front-end obliteration to prevent motorized use from reestablishing on the obliterated prism.  Obliteration and barrier installation within the rare plant study area will require coordination with the forest rare and invasive plants program manager, and the forest botanist.  The following design criteria will be applied:

During obliteration, stream crossings will be restored using the following design criteria:

1. Timing restrictions for cutthroat and/or important recreational fisheries will be coordinated with the Division of Water Rights through the stream alteration permit process where necessary and with the forest fisheries biologist.

2. The width of the excavated channel must include the natural channel bankfull width and floodplain features as indicated above and below the crossing.  This restores the natural stream hydraulics and reduces the potential for eroding and rejuvenating the channel side slopes.

3. The slope of the channel must match the stream grade that existed prior to construction of the route.  The stream grade above and below the crossing, old soil organic layers and stumps, and the presence of streambed materials that are courser than the road fill can be used as indicators (to supplement topographic cues) of the original terrain.  Restoring the channel gradient reduces the potential for channel downcutting (scouring) and rejuvenation of channel side slopes.  

4. The channel side slopes (breaklands) to the crossing must be returned as closely as practical to natural contour.  This helps promote revegetation and minimizes the potential for sediment production and delivery to the channel.

5. As much fill as possible should be removed before displacing and removing the crossing structure.  This reduces the volume of fine sediment that can be entrained by the stream.

6. Silt fences, straw bales, stream diversion or pumping water around crossings should be used to minimize turbidity increases.  Sediment captured by traps should be removed before dismantling the traps.  This reduces the volume of sediment delivered downstream.

7. Uprooted vegetation, logs, weed-free straw, seeding and fertilization, plantings, and geotextiles (as needed) should be used to reduce surface erosion and promote revegetation on the recontoured slopes.

8. Rock or log grade control structures should be used if desired for fisheries enhancement or to prevent downcutting in situations where the original stream gradient is difficult to determine or re-establish.  Log and rock structures must be keyed into the banks a minimum of 3 feet.  Logs should be at least 14 inches in diameter.  The top of the grade control structures should be the same elevation as the bottom of the restored channel.  For log structures on perennial streams, a minimum 3-foot wide piece of filter cloth should be placed and nailed to the upstream side of the log and sealed with bed material.

Road obliteration between stream crossings will be done using the following criteria:

1. The brushing of roads and trails grown in with vegetation should avoid cutting below the route surface and should be the minimum width necessary for safe passage of support vehicles.  If a dozer is used, the brush should be pushed for at least 200 feet before sidecasting to prevent creating a continuous windrow or berm of slash on the outside edge of the route.

2. Natural contours should be restored on all route segments that have unstable fill or cutslopes.  The bench portion of the road (usually the inner-half of the total road width including the ditch if present) should be de-compacted by ripping to a minimum depth of 12 to 18 inches before placing excavated fill against the cutslope and on the prism.  Fill material should not be stacked against seeps that are still present during the summer and fall.  Though not anticipated, if end hauling of material is needed, the Forest Service will approve safe disposal sites.  The topographic features of swales and draws will be reestablished if crossed by the existing route prism.  These measures reduce the potential for route related mass erosion. 

3. The ditchline will be drained across the road or trail by waterbars that will be no further than 50 feet apart (on average) on route segments where the route cut and fill slopes are stable.  The waterbars should be constructed so that they drain the water off of the route at roughly the same grade as the ditchline and the prism.  This often requires that the skew of the waterbar be greater than 30 degrees relative to a direction perpendicular to the direction of travel.  The depth between the top of the berm and the bottom of the waterbar will be about 3 feet.  The intent of this measure is to assure that the down slope drainage is restored and that the waterbars are self-maintaining.

4. Uprooted vegetation, and existing available logs and slash should be scattered on the road prism to reduce surface erosion and promote revegetation, but should not be placed so that it slows the drainage of waterbars.

Conversion of Motorized Routes to Non-motorized Trail.  Any road or trail to be converted to non-motorized use will be made hydrologically inert prior to closing the route to motorized use.  This includes installation of self maintaining drainage, stabilizing unstable cut and fill slopes, and removing structured stream crossings as described above in the BMPs for route obliteration.

Barriers to Aquatic Species Migration.  Route crossings that create barriers to migration of aquatic organisms and small mammals should be inventoried at the site scale.  These data should be assessed at fine and broad scales to determine which structures need to be maintained to avoid hybridization of native species with non-natives, and which structures should be redesigned or removed to accommodate passage and/or reduce the potential risk of catastrophic failure.  The inventory should be used to assign priorities for mitigation and/or restoration.  The desired species, life stages, and seasons of passage must be identified as well as detailed site surveys conducted so that the crossing structure can be properly designed to allow aquatic species passage.  [NOTE:  Road crossings in native cutthroat watersheds were surveyed and assessed for aquatic organism passage in the summer of 2006.]

Whirling Disease and Other Aquatic Nuisance Species.  Maps displaying known and suspected whirling disease positive water bodies or other aquatic nuisance species should be developed and made available to resource managers and the public.  Management tactics and behaviors need to be modified in locations where whirling disease or other aquatic nuisance species are a concern.  New infections could be present even in waters thought to be clean, however, so all waters should be treated with caution.  Spreading whirling disease or other aquatic nuisance species can have disastrous ecological and economic effects.  Management requirements include:

1. Dedicating equipment such as engines, water tenders, and helicopter bambi buckets to infected or uninfected water bodies, but not both.

2. In general, water should not be transferred between any drainage, but particular care should be given to not transfer water from an infected stream, lake, or reservoir to uninfected water bodies.

3. In general, thorough cleaning, and drying of water-handling equipment before being released from the road maintenance, fire, or other water use activities.  If equipment cannot be thoroughly dried, disinfect with bleach solutions or other measures.  This includes finding a location to safely dispose of the bleach and rinse water.  Additional measures may be necessary under certain circumstances, such as equipment coming from areas near Zebra mussel infestations.

4. Replace low water fords in infected water bodies with bridges or culverts.  Structured crossings should also be used where there is potential for introducing whirling disease into the uninfected waters.

5. There are numerous other aquatic plants and animals that can be spread directly by automobiles, boats, wildlife and livestock, or humans.  The occurrences of these species and pathways through which they can disseminate should be identified so that management actions can be adjusted as needed, and so that the public can be informed as to how they can help prevent new infestations.

6. Machinery used for obliteration or to install large signs, gates, and barriers should be washed and inspected before being hauled to the project area.  This aids equipment inspections and helps prevent new infestations of invasive species.  If the equipment works in weed-infested areas or waters with aquatic nuisance species, then equipment should be washed in a suitable designated location prior to moving to the next site.  Treatment of equipment that has been used in whirling disease positive water bodies should follow the guidelines established by the forest.  These requirements should be coordinated with the forest invasive plants coordinator and fisheries biologist.  Routes proposed for obliteration within 1 mile of inventoried invasive plant locations are noted in the fishlake_travel_plan_changes.mdb Microsoft Access database, which is located in the electronic project file.

Maintenance Level 2 and unauthorized Roads.  The data presented in Appendix C of the Dixie and Fishlake Roads Analysis consistently indicate that the greatest potential for impacting water resources is associated with the maintenance level 2 system roads and unauthorized roads that are much more abundant than ML 3, 4, and 5 roads.  Most of the total number of stream crossings, and encroaching or riparian roads are associated with level 2 and unauthorized roads.  Therefore, it is important that the condition and needs for this portion of National Forest transportation systems be evaluated and addressed over time.  The trail system is another key component of the transportation system that should be considered.

Maintenance Level 1 Roads.  The forest has an as yet unidentified number of roads listed as maintenance level 1 or “stored” that have simply been overgrown with vegetation or abandoned.  These roads may still pose a risk to aquatic resources.  Roads should only be managed at level 1 if they are hydrologically inert and have an adequate number of self-maintaining drainage structures such as dips and waterbars.  This especially means that the road should have no stream crossing structures present and that the natural channel dimensions and contours be restored.  Also, any remaining cut or fill slopes should not be prone to mass failure.

Route Designation Implementation Considerations.  The full transition to a new travel plan will take several years due to the size and complexity of the existing motorized and non-motorized route network, and due to the inherent number of tasks involved in implementing public education, signing requirements, gate and barrier installation, physical route closures, and updating INFRA and ATM.  Following are recommended actions or items that should be considered during project planning and implementation.

1. The forest needs to recognize that the benefits, costs, and resource impacts associated with a route network that has taken over 130 years to develop cannot be transformed overnight or through one project.  Routes create complex interactions of disturbances and affect all resources.  Therefore, do not try to fix everything in one step or the project will become so large and complex, and so socially and politically volatile that the forest will not be able to complete the NEPA, let alone implement the needed changes.  The most realistic approach is to make incremental progress over the existing situation and to use monitoring and apply adaptive management to make continued improvements.  To this end, the forest should create a well-defined Purpose and Need for the project and use risk management techniques to prioritize resource and management issues that need to be addressed first.

2. The forest should design and disclose an adaptive management process that allows more responsive action to travel plan issues and needs that arise not only from route designation implementation, but also changing use intensities and patterns over time.

3. The forest should continue considering funding for the out year budget cycles that will be needed to implement the enforcement, public education, signing, barriers, gates, road closures, and INFRA updates that will be required to fully implement the new motorized travel plan.  Multiple sources of federal, State, and private funding are potentially available for the various tasks that will be required.

4. The Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM) will show where it is legal to ride, but will not indicate what skill level is required on a given route or area.  The current version of MVUM will be difficult to use for navigation.  The forest should develop partnerships to print and distribute free recreation maps that show more geographic references, that include environmental protection and safety messages, and that show route difficulty levels.  The Forest Service should communicate to the public that having a travel map is as necessary for motorized travel as having game proclamations is when going hunting or fishing.  The forest should develop partnerships to fund and publish the annual updates to the Motor Vehicle Use Map.

5. The forest should prioritize and manage its use of law enforcement to make sure that the most coverage is given when the likelihood of travel violations are greatest such as on State and National holidays, during antler collection and rifle hunting seasons, and on weekends.  The forest should also prioritize enforcement based on the importance of at-risk resource values that require protection.

6. Penalties for travel plan violations should be increased to the maximum extent practical.  The Forest Service will continue to work with local officials and court jurisdictions to support these efforts.
7. Given the continued rise in use and availability of GPS technology, the Forest Service should provide the travel plan as GPS background files for common GPS file formats.  The background files should be made available on the forest Internet web page.  The travel plan should include a UTM grid to facilitate use with GPS technology.  Also, the NRCC signing option to include a UTM location on trail signs should be implemented.
8. A portion (16 to 47 percent depending on the alternative) of existing dispersed campsites are located further than 150 or 300 feet from designated open routes.  Some of these sites may need to be reevaluated to determine whether a route needs to be designated to the site or if the site should be reclaimed.  The general assumption used in the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project is that most dispersed camping issues will primarily be dealt with in separate NEPA analyses and through Forest Plan revision.  Route designation should consider that significant changes in existing dispersed recreation opportunities would broaden of the project scope.  The adaptive management protocol identified in the FEIS should be followed to address campsite access where needed.  This includes reassessing the necessity of distance designations for dispersed camping. 

9. None of the alternatives, including No Action, create single-track routes for exclusive use by motorcycles or mountain bikes.  Based on project scope, most of the focus for the route designation project is to determine if a route should be open or closed to motorized use or non-motorized use.  Assigning multiple refinements in the designations of vehicle types beyond the 50-inch rule would expand the project scope and create unnecessarily delay to closing the forest to motorized cross-country travel.  However, the forest is open to evaluating the merits of single-track proposals on a case-by-case basis.

10. Side-by-side ATVs, Utility machines, Type II ATVs reference motorized ATVs that are designed for operation over unimproved terrain.  They drive like a car or golf cart and have a steering wheel.  They are designed with a front seat in which two or more people can sit side by side.  On the Fishlake National Forest we have seen an increase in the use of these machines over the past 12 to 18 months.  Our trail patrol and field going officers estimate that approximately 2-3% of the use on the forest is via these machines.  Under the new OHV rule, the definition of a motorized trail is a route 50 inches or less in width, or a route that is over 50 inches wide that is identified and managed as a trail.  Most motorized trails have been designated for vehicles 50 inches or less in width.  As time permits, the forest will conduct an on-the-ground review of each motorized trail and identify which routes can be safely navigated by side-by-side vehicles.  In future printing of the MVUM those routes will be identified as being managed as a trail for use by motorized vehicles in excess of 50”, provided resource impacts are not an issue.  A special designation will be used if the forest decides to allow Type II ATVs on a trail, but not full sized vehicles.    

11. It is important that the travel plan contain a clearly worded disclaimer that states that many of the designated routes, especially those that were previously non-system routes, are not engineered to any given design standard for any particular use.  Ultimately the forest should assign NRCC difficulty levels to the designated route system to better advise the public as to the conditions that they are likely to encounter on a given route.  For safety reasons, the expert routes should be the first priority for signage.

12. Perform hazard analysis and safety reviews to ensure passenger roads are in compliance with the Highway Safety Act and other required safety standards.  Implement the recommendations from the mixed-use safety assessment for routes that allow mixed use of licensed and unlicensed vehicles.  Recommendations from that report include site-specific hazard assessments on a few routes, and improved signing and sight distance requirements on mixed-use roads. 

13. Secure Utah Department of Transportation permits for any routes that use State highway systems or right-of-ways.

14. The forest needs to maintain an Accident Surveillance Program that complies with Manual direction (FSM7731.52) and aggressively work to correct safety deficiencies.  OHV accident data collected should especially include accidents that involve cross-country travel or collisions with full size vehicles.  

15. The motor vehicle use map will be the legal document that designates the open motorized travel network and use areas, along with the accompanying travel rules and restrictions.  Signage on the ground will be used to help the public and reinforce the travel map, but is not the enforcement mechanism.  Except for roads that are signed as open to street legal vehicles only, physical closures such as gates, barriers, or obliteration are preferred over signs as the primary means to indicate which routes are closed to motorized use.

16. Use of Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) platforms should be explored to aid with enforcement of the travel plan, especially during high use periods such as holidays and hunting seasons.  UAVs could be used jointly with other enforcement agencies and national forests, and for other natural resource management purposes.  A proposal for a feasibility study can be submitted to San Dimas Technology Center for consideration.

17. Use barriers and create adequate parking and turnarounds at the end of motorized routes that transition to non-motorized trails.  These measures are needed for public service and to prevent the conversion of non-motorized trails to motorized routes.  Physical barriers are also recommended to clearly indicate where a motorized road transitions to a motorized trail.

18. When feasible, sign future closures on site at the entry points for the route being affected.  Include a contact name, number and address, and reason for closure.  Ideally, this should be done during the planning stage before the project is implemented.  This improves the opportunity for public comments and may catch users that would be missed through normal public notifications.

19. Census points should be added at motorized and non-motorized trailheads and kiosks to collect motorized and non-motorized user comments on system safety, needed improvements, and customer satisfaction.

20. To reduce the potential for user conflicts, the forest should increase education (including maps) of areas that emphasize non-motorized recreation and areas that emphasize motorized recreation so that the public can anticipate the type of opportunities available prior to arriving on-site.

21. Districts should consider maintaining a time stamped inventory and photo log of travel restriction signs.  These data can be very useful in court when prosecuting violators.

22. The forest should consider drafting management plans for the proposed managed open use / “play” areas.  The plans should anticipate the types and levels of management and monitoring the Forest Service is going to need to provide.  Special hazards such as flashflood potential in Flat Canyon, treacherous terrain, or other safety hazards should be identified.  Emergency contacts and procedures could also be outlined.  At a minimum, this information could then be used to build a disclosure statement for the travel map regarding the inherent hazards.  How the forest will manage user created features such as jumps, high-marking areas, and motocross type loops should also be considered.  These plans should be based on the EIS analyses for the route designation project.

23. The travel rules and travel map should be seamless (ie. consistent) across other land ownerships and as simple to understand as possible.  This very important element improves understanding, acceptance, adherence, and enforcement of the new travel rules.  The forest will need to validate and possibly adjust the motorized travel plan and/or travel rules in order to be consistent with the Bureau of Land Management and other National Forests in Utah.  The travel map and rules on the consolidated Fremont River district should be consistent with the remainder of the Fishlake National Forest.    

24. A monitoring plan should be included in the Final EIS that will evaluate and document the implementation and effectiveness of the project design requirements and resource protection measures.  This information should supplement and not duplicate information that is collected for INFRA and EMS.  The forest should consider conducting a statistically designed sample that would allow extrapolation of violation rates and unauthorized trail use. 

25. The forest should update maps that display where gathering of special forest products is allowed to reflect resource protection needs, especially for rare plants and heritage resources.

Adaptive Management Process

The forest is aware that the current inventory of roads and trails being used for the route designation project is not 100 percent correct or complete.  The forest anticipates that in spite of intensive quality control and review, there will be errors.  Some undesirable unintended consequences may result from the final configuration of the travel plan and associated travel rules and definitions.  Adjustments may be needed to make the transportation system compatible with adjacent landowners.  For example, final edge matching will be required once Richfield BLM completes their motorized travel planning.  In addition, roughly 16 to 47 percent of the inventoried dispersed recreation sites are inaccessible from inventoried designated routes, depending on the alternative.  Routes currently not in the inventory may need to be added and designated as part of the implementation process.  And, opportunities for Type II ATVs or single-track designations may be considered.  An adaptive management process is outlined below to allow adjustments to the final decision that will maintain the validity and integrity of the analyses and public disclosure presented in the FEIS.  This includes pre-defining actions for the disposition of routes discovered after the decision date, and for adjusting the route designations that lead to undesirable, unintended consequences.  A screening process is presented below for this purpose.  

The screens address the relevant subset of roads analysis questions identified in the supplemental roads analysis that was prepared for the route designation project.  The screening process would assure that a given addition or closure of a route is consistent with the roads analysis recommendations and NEPA and OHV Use EMS requirements.  This screening is designed to be conducted using interdisciplinary input and review and would be documented as supplementary information to the Final EIS project file.  As such, Forest Supervisor signatory authority would still be required.  The process would only be valid for the first five years of implementation.  Being able to manage the route system adaptively is necessary to minimize impacts from unintended and unforeseen consequences and changing conditions.

	Implementation Plan Crosswalks to Roads Analysis and Significant Issues* 



	Screen
	Addresses Roads Analysis Questions
	Rationale / Problem Statement

	Is the route subject solely to Forest Service jurisdiction and maintenance?
	GT(1), GT(2), GT(3)
	The restrictions and use designations are controlled by the agency that has jurisdiction over the route, even if the route is located on National Forest System lands. 

	Is the route visible on aerial photography taken on or before 2005 and/or can the existence of the route otherwise be verified by the line officer as occurring on or before the decision date?
	EC(1)
	The FEIS and ROD discloses that user routes created after the decision date will automatically be obliterated, unless a separate NEPA analysis and decision are completed.  New digital imagery from 2004 are already available and a new photo flight for the Fishlake National Forest will be flown in 2005.  These data provide additional means to verify the validity of pre-existing routes and provide useful baselines for monitoring.

	Does the route, use of the route, or potential for dispersed camping or collecting forest products off of the designated route have a low potential for impacting historic or pre-historic cultural sites?  Does the proposed route action have or not need cultural resource clearance?
	PV(2), PV(4), SI(3), SI(4), SI(5), SI(7), SI(9), SI(10), CR(1)
	Cultural resource clearances generally must be obtained even when roads analysis or detailed NEPA documentation is not needed.

	Does the route, use of the route, or potential for dispersed camping or collecting forest products off of the designated route have a low potential to impact populations of or habitat for Species of Interest, Species of Concern, sensitive, threatened, or endangered plants or animals?  Does the proposed route occur in an area with adequate surveys for sensitive, and/or threatened or endangered species?
	EF(1), EF(2), TW(1), TW(2), TW(3), TW(4), PV(1)
	Biological Evaluations and Biological Assessments generally must be obtained even when roads analysis or detailed NEPA documentation is not needed.

	Is the route located outside of areas with designated winter travel restrictions?
	EF(1), TW(1), TW(2), TW(3), TW(4), UR(2), UR(3), PV(1)
	Winter use restrictions are being designated to prevent motorized use in Research Natural Areas and to protect critical mule deer winter range and non-motorized recreation opportunities.  The snow travel closure areas are an inherent part of the travel rules and assumptions that could be changed by adding routes.  

	Is the route located outside of critical winter range habitat for mule deer?
	TW(1), TW(2), TW(3), TW(4)
	Critical mule deer winter range is a significant issue that affected the design of the proposed action and alternatives in the route designation EIS.  At a minimum, the need for seasonal closures on added routes should be considered if located in critical winter range.  However, in general, the forest should strive to reduce route densities in critical mule deer winter range.

	Is the route located outside of unroaded and undeveloped areas and areas with semi-primitive non-motorized Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) settings?
	EC(2), EC(3), UR(1), UR(2), UR(4), UR(5), UR(6), RR(1), RR(2), RR(3), RR(4), RR(5), RR(6), PV(1), PV(3), PV(4), SI(1), SI(2), SI(8)
	Designating authorized roads as open to motorized use when in unroaded and undeveloped areas triggers the need for additional roads analysis and NEPA documentation.  Motorized trails are permitted within roadless, but should be evaluated in detail if the trail is located in a semi-primitive non-motorized ROS setting, as this would require a management Area Forest Plan amendment (for management areas, this only applies to the 1986 plan).

	Is the route located outside of routes or areas with special designations?
	AQ(14), EF(1), PV(1), PV(2), PV(3), RR(5), SI(3), SI(5), SI(8), SI(10), TW(4), UR(5), WP(2)
	Forest Plan amendments or consultation with other agencies may be required to make changes to routes or areas with special designations.

	Is the route location further than 300 feet from perennial channels, greater than 150 feet from intermittent channels, and more than 50 feet from ephemeral channels except where the route converges on streams at crossings?
	AQ(4), AQ(5), AQ(6), AQ(8), AQ(9), AQ(10), AQ(11), AQ(12), AQ(13), TW(1), TW(2), TW(4)
	Forest Plan monitoring and the roads analysis reveals that routes located within a riparian influence zone (approximated as 300 feet from channels) create the greatest road and trail related impacts to water resources.  To meet the intent of the conclusions from the effects analyses, the forest should have no net increase in riparian routes and should redesign or relocate routes with known impacts.  Riparian routes that are excess to transportation system needs or where impacts cannot be mitigated should be obliterated.

	Is the route adequately cross-drained, especially prior to crossing channels?
	AQ(1), AQ(2), AQ(3), AQ(4), AQ(5), AQ(6)
	Adequate cross-drainage minimizes the potential for a route to intercept, reroute, and concentrate surface runoff and groundwater.  This minimizes the potential for altering slope hydrology and inducing erosion on or below the route.  Frequent cross-drainage, especially prior to channel crossings hydrologically disconnects the route network from the stream network, which reduces the potential for cumulative watershed impacts.

	Are the design / capacity of channel crossings adequate to safely pass the sediment and debris associated with 100-year return interval floods? 
	AQ(3), AQ(4), AQ(6), AQ(9), AQ(10)
	Channel crossings with inadequate capacity to pass flood flows and debris can breach or fail catastrophically.  This can lead to severe channel widening and deepening that cause impacts to water quality and aquatic habitats.  To be consistent with the conclusions from the effects analyses, the forest should reduce the number of existing crossings through road relocation and/or minimize the potential risks where possible.  

	Do the crossings permit movement of desired aquatic life and small mammals during the desired seasons and animal life stages?
	AQ(4), AQ(7), AQ(9), AQ(10), TW(1)
	Fragmentation of aquatic habitat is a prevalent concern forest-wide.  The forest should strive to reduce aquatic migration barriers, except where needed to protect isolated populations of native fisheries from interbreeding and competition with non-native species.  

	Does the route have minimal risk of elevating or creating unique concerns for the spread of invasive plants or aquatic nuisance species?
	EF(1), EF(2), EF(4), AQ(12), AQ(13)
	Invasive plants and aquatic nuisance species can adversely impact terrestrial and aquatic habitats.  Some such as whirling disease cannot be eradicated once introduced.

	Is the route further than 300 feet from jurisdictional wetlands?
	EF(1), AQ(1), AQ(6), AQ(8), AQ(10), AQ(13), AQ(14), TW(1), TW(4)
	Wetlands must be protected in order to comply with Clean Water Act requirements and to maintain important hydrologic and ecological functions.

	Is the route located on stable landforms and not hydrologically above slopes that are inherently prone to mass soil movements?  
	AQ(3)
	Routes that add to inherent landslide risks create the potential for significant environmental impacts that should be field evaluated, documented, and analyzed in detail.  Unstable landforms include but are not limited to slopes with soils derived from North Horn formation sediments that have gradients greater than 25 percent?

	Is the route design and planned use consistent, particularly with regards to public safety?
	GT(4)
	The route should be passed through the hazard assessment matrix used for the safety analysis.  Doing so may trigger the need to do additional, more site-specific hazard analysis and risk reduction.

	Is the route designation and use consistent with the operational control and procedure for OHV Use in the forest EMS?
	EF(1), EF(2),  AQ(2), AQ(3), AQ(4), AQ(5), AQ(7), AQ(10), AQ(14), TW(1), TW(4), GT(4)
	Choosing an action that is not compliant with the EMS would create a non-conformity that would have to be corrected

	* When adding routes, a “No” answer to any question triggers the need for additional evaluation and documentation and possible mitigation.  With the exceptions of questions asking if cultural, wildlife, and plant surveys are adequate, a “No” answer for routes being closed generally indicates social or resource values that would be improved by the action.


	Screen for NEPA Sufficiency and Consistency based on the 

Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project Final Environmental Impact Statement

	Screen
	Rationale 

	Does the route pass the Roads Analysis screening process directly or with mitigation if needed?
	The roads analysis screens are designed to capture the critical issues and questions identified in the original and supplemental roads analysis reports and in the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project EIS.  The screens are a disclosed part of the proposed action that will allow the forest to use adaptive management during implementation of the new travel plan.  If a given route has issues that cannot be mitigated then it likely involves complicating factors that fall outside the stated assumptions in the roads analysis and NEPA documentation.  Consequently, further site-specific evaluations and documentation by one or more resource specialists or an interdisciplinary team is required.  Additional scoping may also be needed depending on the specifics of the given situation.  The screens incorporate the design elements needed to assure that the potential for cumulative impacts is minimized.

	Does the route pass the “Finding of No Significant Impact” tests for significance?
	This test for significance is a design feature of the screening process only and is publicly disclosed in the Fishlake OHV Route Designation Project DEIS and FEIS.  The initial motorized designations for the current inventory of routes are explicitly covered by the original EIS, where a FONSI is not applicable.  The concept of and test for significance is only relevant to the screening process for roads and trails that exist prior to the decision date, but that are inventoried after the decision date.  It is important to note that illegally created routes can be obliterated without additional NEPA provided that the requirements for Biological Evaluations, Biological Assessments, cultural resource clearances, and water quality permits are met. 

	* This screen is to be used when making the decision on whether to open or close a route to motorized use and if so, with what restrictions or mitigation.  A “No” answer to either question indicates that adding or removing the route would lead to adverse resource impacts and/or would be inconsistent with the stated assumptions and disclosures made in the final EIS.  Thus, new NEPA documentation is needed.


Known Needs for Future Transportation Planning Projects 

Accord Lakes Private Lands Through-route:  Private landowners in the Accords Lake inholding desire an ATV permissible travel way to access the forest route network to the south and west.  Similarly, the Forest Service desires public right-of-way through Accord Lakes so that motorized users can access the forest route network to the east of the private lands.  The SUFCO mine heavily uses State Highway 10 for coal transport restricts ATV access.  An existing closed motorized route above Dam 4 on Salina Creek can be used to make a motorized loop.  However, opening this route is contingent on obtaining right-of-ways through private lands in order to be in the public’s best interest.  This project is located on the Richfield Ranger District.

Barney Lake Dispersed Camping and Road Relocation:  Barney Lake is stocked with native Bonneville cutthroat trout and is also important boreal toad habitat.  Motorized vehicle use has been identified as a problem due to shoreline use which is increasing sedimentation and reducing water quality in the reservoir which may impact the fisheries, eliminating or damaging riparian, wetland, and shoreline vegetation, reducing cover for boreal toads, and causing direct mortality of boreal toads.  Vehicle use has created a maze of trails that creates the impression to users that any vehicle use is acceptable.  Access needs to be evaluated and managed to eliminate vehicle use on shorelines, reduce the potential for boreal toad mortality, and provide a clearly defined access route for vehicle users to use to and past Barney Lake, while clearly indicating areas where motorized use is unacceptable.

Black Flat Crossing:  The Right Fork of UM Creek on the Loa Ranger District is currently whirling disease free, but is put at risk by a forded crossing at Black Flat.  Left Fork is infected.  While Left Fork trail crossings are bridged, the trail still has periodic contact with infected water during high flows and in areas of beaver activity.  Recent testing indicated low levels of infection may now occur in Right Fork.  Even if Right Fork is now infected, this crossing needs to be addressed to correct stream sedimentation issues.  Based on internal and public scoping and input from livestock permittees, the forest is considering building a bridge that will allow ATV passage [sedimentation/full vehicle use also needs to be addressed] but that will close the Right Fork to full sized motorized use.  Another potential alternative would close the Right Fork and Left to all motorized use, which would require a reroute of the Great Western Trail through Sheep Valley.

Chalk Creek Trail 326 Realignment / Relocation:  There is a potential trail realignment upslope that could eliminate the second and third crossings on Chalk Creek below Copleys Cove.  A section of road with vertical fillslopes that calve into the creek could then also be bypassed and obliterated.  There are also several opportunities to harden the trail prism and improve the cross-drainage.

Daniels Canyon Trail 129 Reroute:  The portion of the motorized trail in Daniels Canyon that follows the private land boundary is poorly located.  This access is a desired part of the transportation plan, but needs to be relocated to reduce wetland and water quality impacts and to improve safety.

Danish Meadows Private Land Access:  There is a need to provide at least ATV trail to access a private inholding located in section 28, T25S, R3E.  This could be accomplished by obliterating the last ½ mile of the road, which travels down steep valley side slopes, and then extending Forest Road 1509 down the ridge contours as a motorized trail for roughly 1 mile (or less) towards the private land.   

Forest Access to Junction, Utah:  The current access route from National Forest lands to Junction, Utah is very rough.  The town would like alternate or improved access.

Great Western Trail Reroutes:  There is a section of the Great Western Trail near Velvet Ridges on the Loa Ranger District in sections 3 and 4, T29S, R4E that is located on private lands.  The forest should relocate this segment so that it stays on National Forest Systems lands or assure that it has a valid right-of-way.  This may be able to be accomplished using existing routes.  Short route relocation is needed on the Loa District to reduce potential impacts to Last Chance townsendia, which is a Threatened plant.

Kents Lake Road cutoff / loop:  The Kents Lake road is a main arterial access route that closed to ATVs.  This restriction creates some discontinuities in the motorized network available to ATVs.  Some new construction or reopening of abandoned routes may be needed to more the system more manageable and to provide better ATV riding opportunities.

Sevenmile Creek Trail Reroute:  The final phase of the Gooseberry highway construction project will pave the Sevenmile Creek road that is located on the Loa Ranger District.  This project will disconnect contiguous access for some OHV routes, which may necessitate the need to provide alternate access.  The 640 road along the west side of lower Sevenmile Creek will be obliterated in either case, which will require that a new access to the Tasha horse and foot trail be constructed from the parking are just off Highway 25.  Cattle movement can be facilitated along the new Sevenmile road location along the east side of the creek.

Quitchupah Creek Trail Reroute:  The GIS inventory of routes will need to be updated to reflect the access decisions from the final selected alternative, which was Alternative D.  Upon completion of the project, ATV will be allowed to use the constructed cattle trail that will parallel the main road.  

Public Right-of-Ways / Easements:  There are numerous roads and motorized trails on the forest that travel through or from private inholdings where the forest does not currently have a legal right-of-way.  This situation affected many of the proposed route designations.  The patented lands in the Tushar Mountains are a good example.  Districts need to determine and prioritize routes where public right-of-ways are needed to make the forest route network more logical and manageable, and/or are needed to provide desired motorized recreation opportunities. 

Access Related Planning:  Suitability assessments for dispersed camping and collection of firewood and other forest products may need to be conducted in some areas to protect sensitive plant and cultural resources or wildlife habitats.  This could result in closing additional segments of routes to dispersed camping, firewood gathering, or collection of other forest products.

Identification of Forest Plan amendments that are needed in relation to the motorized travel plan and travel management.

The Forest Service can accomplish the above recommendations within existing mandatory and discretionary authorities.  The identified risks and opportunities will not require an amendment to the 1986 Forest Plan to address or implement, although it should inform Forest Plan revision.  Existing errors in the delineation of management area 3A, which is a semi-primitive non-motorized designation, were discovered during this process.  A Forest Plan amendment will be required to correct them.  Individual route or area designations may trigger a need to modify semi-primitive non-motorized management area boundaries further.  Alternative 5 is the only proposed action that triggers a need for amendment .  Any such modifications will be disclosed in the FEIS.
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