




Table 2. Issues Addressed by M ultiple Action All crnatives (Decision in Bold) (continued) 

Issue Allernative A I Alternative B Alternative C I Allernatin' I) 

Public Access Segment 1: Clarify status of �a�c�c�c �~�s� 10 Oregon Trail Monument (Wt'st side). 
Segment 3: Acquire public access to rh'er near Twickenham. 
Segments 10 and 11: Impro\'e ditches and cU!\'erts on the South "'ork Road. 
Continue existing �l�l�1�~�n �a�g�e �l�l�1 �e �n�l�.� Eliminate motori zed a('cess to exisl ing Burnt Ranch site: maintain trail for root access. 

Segment I Continue exi sting management. Continue !'l isling Saill.: as Alternative B. plus Eliminate Rock Creck road 
111 3 nagelllen I. seck to acquire public acf,:CSS acccss. 

to Tumwater Falls 3nd thc 
confiu cnf,:c of Hay Creek and 
the John Day River 

Segment 2 Continue existing nmnagelli ent. Continue exbling Same as Aitemative fl. plus Seasonally close RLM road 
manageml.'nl. except seck publ;f,: af,:eess cascmentlo on thl.' west bank to vehicle 
improve BLi\! road on ",cSI �t�h�~�'� flvcr via Butte Creek traffic pasl the Clarno 
bank orlhl.' rh'er from Road. Seck to acquire public Homestead. 
Clarno to Clarno �a�c �c�e�s�~� on East bank from 
Homestead. Clarno to Clarno Rapid. 

Segment 3 Continue existing management. Provide aeces! 10 Low£r Same :l5 Alternative B. Same a5 B. except do not 
Burnt Ranch dispersed use provide motor vehicle access 
area. to Lowcr Burnt Ranch. 

Segments 10 and 11 Continue existing mall agcmcnt. Continue existing Same as Alternative B. plus Same as Alternative A 
management. plus apply widen South Fork Road. 
gra\'cl surface of South Fork 

A lternativ e E 

No Alternative 

No Al ternative 
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t::, Tahle 2. Issues Addressed lIy Multipl (, A('tion Alterna ti ves (Declsllln m lloldH ronlinucdl 

Iss ul' AJlrrnaliw A Altcrllalivr R Altern ative C I Allrrnalh'l' n 
Comml' rcial US t' 

Cot1l1nU<.' c.~I' I;ng Decisions cOllcerning rOlllllll'r('ial ~" n'kts will fully consid~r type of sen "ice, consiSIi'nc.1 
M:ulagcl11cm Case bycasc wilh nlilnagt'menl go~ l) and olJjeclh n. tht abilily of li llplinnls to prI,I\-idr str vic ... 
r':\'lcw No 1"'1il on numbcrof opportunil ~ to make a profi t. publk sare l ~· . :;IlId BLM workload. Determinations mllde 
penmls and pcnlllh arc through II nct'ds assrssmenl proct·~~ ~ lId inul'" b~ compelilin' prOsf".' .... tus. Mora torium 
transferrabl e on new permits and lransfen unlillaunch numbers lin' fin alized in approxima l el~' J 

rears. I ncrl'a~e minimum USt rcquinlllents, Require shultl t' sen 'kt,s to ob tain Sped~ 1 

Recr('at ion Perlllits. 

I. Increase permil I'enmt number~ adjusted on LIIIlII number or penllll' to 
r equirem('nU fOf training in ba~I' or needs assessment, 34, Penntls nOitransrcrrable. 
ri"er r escue. LI'I,'e No Tran~fer o f Permlls allowt:d in Available permits granted 
Trace, a nd In te r pretalion, accordance wuh IlLM transfer based on needs :assessment 

poIU:1CS and competitive prOSIX-~tll S 

2, C harge 3 non·refundable Concession pcmlits hascd o n 
a pplication ft'c to co\'('r ('os ts nccd~ assessment may- lx.· 
o( verifying tha t appli cation iu ued and would be in 
r('quir('men l$ a re mCI. addillon to 34 permits 

3. Conduct independent 
r andom aud its of per mil 
rl"<:o rds. 

4. Issue new permit s al 
discr etion of a uthorized 
officer . 

S. Aft er initia l moratorium. 
Permi lS transferab le 
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Table 2. Issues Addressed by Mult ip le Action Alternatives (Decision in Bo ld) (continued) 

Issue Allernativc A I Alternative B I Alterna tive C 

Minerals 

Cont inue E~ i st i ng Managerncnt Continue e~ i s t ing managem~nt , e~eep t : 

1. No sur face occupant)' res tr iction for Leasable Minerals 
in Grant and Umatilla County within Planning area. 

2. Adopt Stale Scenic Waterway rules (Ch. 4). Where 
permitted, mining will be subject to stipulations 10 protect 
ri , 'er values. 

J. On BLM lands, new sites for production ofsalable 
minerals will not be permitted within State Scenic 
Waterwuys or Wild and Scenic Rh'ers, 

4, Facilities such as ES tablished campgrounds and 
launches will be closed to leas ing and salable minerals, and 
also withdrawn from I.! nt ry under the Mining Lllw of 1872 
for locatable mineral! , 

Land Own~r5hip , Clu$ificalions, and Un A u thor iLat;o ll ~ 

Continue E~isting Management Continue ex isting management, plus hlenlify parcels for 
acquisition to protect and enhance r iver values and to 
facilitate admin istra tion , Amend land use aulhorizll tion of 
newly acquired WSA lands in Sl.!gmenls 2 and 3 to WSA 
status. 

Alte r nath'C' D AlternativE' E 

Close BLM- managed lands in 
Wild and Scenic River 
Segments and State Scenic 
Waterway segments 10 leasing 
and saleable mineral activi ty 
and wi thdraw locatable 
mmerals from entry under the 
Mining Law of 1872. 

Same as B and C, pl us seck to 
acquire addilionaI lands in 
order to faeilitatc 
Altcmativc D for grazing. 
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Environmental preferability is judged using the criteria expressed in the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). ntle 1, Section 101 (b) of NEPA establishes 
the following goals: 

• Fulfill the responsibili ties of each generation as trustee of the environment for 
succeeding generations; 

• Assure for all Americans safe, healthful productive, and esthetically and culturally 
pleasing surroundings; 

• Allain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, 
risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences; 

• Preserve important historic, cultural , and natural aspects of our national heritage, 
and maintain, whenever possible, an environment which supports diversity, and 
va riety of individual choice; 

• Achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit high 
standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities; 

• Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable 
recycling of depletable resources . 

Our decisions in this ROD comprise the selected alternative, which is actually a 
composite 01 various elements of the five alternatives (A to E) considered and analyzed 
in the EIS (See Table 2). The mix of alternative solutions to issues involves land use 
allocations and management directions which are compatible with one another and 
blends the best solutions for overall river environment management. We find our 
composite preferred alternative ranked firs t in overall environmentally preferability, 
because it best meets the six broad policy NEPA goals. Although no single factor can be 
used to determine wh ich alternative best meets these goals. our decisions will provide 
the opportunity to provide belter habitalfor wildlife and aquatic species over the long 
term and maintain publ ic access to publicly owned lands, and to more efficiently manage 
public lands consistent with public interests compared to the other alternatives. 

For each 01 the significant issues the Alternatives considered were in varying degrees 01 
compliance with the goals. Overall as the selected alternative was considered to have 
the highest compliance with the goals. For example, for leased agricultural lands 
alternative A was less likely to lully meet goals 2, 3 and 4 and continued use of some 
areas and resources was more likely to lead to resource degradation or less likely to 
lead to resource protection and restoration than any of the action alternatives. While 
each action alternative provided for progressively more restoration of natural conditions, 
our decision. Alternative C, exceeds Alternative 0 lor every goal because it provides the 
basis for ongoing restoration and the protection and enhancement of diversity within the 
river corridor. For grazing, our decision provides virtually the same levels of protection 
as Alternatives C and 0 and meets all 01 the goals. But Alternatives C and 0 contained 
elements, such as substantial fencing of livestock exclusion areas that would have 
created adverse impacts to other resources, such as wildlife passage and visual 
resources. Substantial exclusion of livestock also would not fully meet NEPA goals 5 and 
6. In a similar manner closure of mineral and energy opportunities in Alternative 0, did 
not provide significantly greater protection of river values than the protections provided 
In Alternative B which we have decided to adopt. However Alternative 0 did preclude 
development that would not alfect nver values and also precluded future development 
via new technology that would not affect river values . Consequentfy while our decision 
and Alternative D are virtua lly equal concerning criteria 1.2,4, and 6 our decision better 
meets criteria 3 and 5. Based on the comparison of the Alternatives in Chapter 5 of the 
Final EIS, our decision will best protect , preserve, and enhance historic, cultural, and 
natural resources for future generations while providing increased choice of recreational 
opportunit ies for all Americans, and therefore is the environmentally preferred 
alternative. 


