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Conconully Management Area 
Alternative A	 Grazing Management: Propose range improvements for the I allotments of 2 miles of fence, 

spring development, and 1 stock water tank.
 

Forest Management: Manage a timber production base of 2,335 acres. Adjust land pattern by 
exchange to reduce cost of survey, property line determination, and access needs.

-..-e-Fy---..v--..-,-..~ .-
Habitat Mariabement: linprove habitat coordinating range management activities 

to minimize conflicts between grazing and mule deer winter range requirements; conduct 
inventories to determine management objectives in problem areas identified through public input
and issues analyses. Acquire identified key parcels of deer winter range to facilitate management.
Identify and protect high value riparian habitats 2% miles of Salmon Creek and mile in Dry 
Coulee. 

Grazing Management: Propose range improvements for the allotments of 2 miles of fence, 
spring development, and 1 stock water tank. 

Recreation Management: Restrict use on 2,670 acres to designated roads and trails from 
November 15 to March 1. Obtain access for recreation activities through land exchanges or
easement acquisition as opportunities arise. 

Forest Management: Manage a timber production base of 2,137 acres. Pursue minor adjustments 
of land pattern by exchange to reduce cost of property fine determination. 

Alternative C	 Wildlife Habitat Management: Same as Alternative B, except eliminate all surface disturbing
activities in key species concentration areas that have been identified through public input and 
issues analyses. Acquire crucial mule deer winter range through exchanges as opportunities arise. 

Grazing Management: Propose the same range improvements proposed in Alternative 

Recreation Management: Restrict ORV use on 11,500 acres to designated roads and trails. 

Forest Management: Manage a timber production base of 1,720 acres. 

Alternative D	 Grazing Management: Propose no new range improvements. 

Recreation Management: Same as Alternative 

Wildlife Habitat Management: Same as Alternative 

Forest Management: Manage a timber production base of 2,163 acres. Pursue minor adjustment of 
land pattern by exchange to reduce cost of property line determination, especially in the Ruby Hill
and Peacock Mountain areas. 
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 Lake Management Area 
Alternative A	 Grazing Management: Since there are no I allotments in this management area, propose

development of to emphasize maximization of forage for livestock grazing where conflicts 
with other major resource values are minimal. 

Alternative B	 Wildlife Habitat Management: Develop an HMP and acquire approximately 1,200 acres of non­
agricultural lands for the purpose of maintaining or improving upland game nesting and wintering 
habitat. Protect riparian habitat in Sulphur Canyon. 

Grazing Management: Since there are no I allotments in this management area, propose 
development of to emphasize accomplishment of multiple use objectives. 

Recreation Management: Restrict ORV use in Sulphur Canyon to existing roads and trails. Manage 
the visual resources to maintain the existing visual quality standards. Restrict ORV use on 2,860
acres to designated roads and trails. Acquire public access through easement purchase or land 
exchange to the Sulphur Canyon area to allow recreation use of the management unit. 

Alternative C	 Wildlife Habitat Management: Same as Alternative except expand the scope of the HMP to
incorporate livestock grazing management in order to aid in achieving wildlife habitat management 
objectives. This may include reduction of forage allocations to or elimination of grazing 
from key species concentration areas. 

Cultural Resources Management: Develop a cultural resources management plan for Sulphur 
Canyon stipulating that all archaeological/historical sites would be protected. 

Recreation Management: Restrict ORV use on 3,660 acres to designated roads and trails. 

Alternative D	 Grazing Management: Propose no new range improvements. Maintain existing authorized livestock 
use levels. 

Recreation Management: Same as Alternative B. 

Wildlife Habitat Management: Same as Alternative B. 
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Douglas Creek Management Area 
Alternative A 

Alternative 

Alternative C 

Alternative D 

Grazing Management: Propose range improvements for the I allotment of 61 acres of brush 
control, 5 miles of fence, 1 spring development, 1 mile of pipeline, and 2 stock water tanks. 

To increase production of forage, pursue acquisition of high potential grazing land that presently
controls or inhibits establishment of grazing systems by virtue of its non-Federal ownership.

Recreation Management: Prepare a recreation management plan for Douglas Creek Area with an 
emphasis on protecting the existing values rather than development. Restrict ORV use to 
designated roads and trails in the Douglas Creek cattle enclosure. Keep the remaining public lands
in the management area open to ORV use and manage visual resources to maintain existing visual 
quality standards. Restrict ORV use on 4,560 acres to designated roads and traifs, and restrict ORV 
use on another 5,040 acres to designated roads and trails from February 15 to June 1. Acquire 
access (either by exchange or through easements) to the Rock Island Creek land parcels to 
enhance recreation. Consolidate ownership to enhance recreation opportunities. 

Wildlife Habitat Management: Expand existing HMP to cover the entire Douglas Creek
Management Area. Improve wildlife habitat in the Douglas Creek riparian area by management of 
the vegetative cover through the existing Wabitat Management Plan which includes planting of 
shrubs and grasses, control of noxious weeds, and exclusion of cattle grazing from specific areas. 
Protect and improve the condition of high value riparian habitat along Rock Island Creek miles), 
Sutherland Canyon miles), Skookumchuck Creek (1 mile), and Rattlesnake Creek mile). 

Grazing Management: Propose range improvements for the I allotment of 5 miles of fence, spring 
development, mile pipeline, and 2 stock water tanks. 

Acquire all State grazing land in the and allotments to enhance management and certain 
private high potential grazing land where present ownership is inhibiting establishment of grazing 
systems that would increase forage production and enhance multiple use values. 

Soil and Water Management: Maintain or improve watershed conditions through elimination or
reduction of cattle grazing and restriction of surface disturbance activities, such as ORV use in the 
Douglas Creek drainage. 

Wildlife Habitat Management: Same as Alternative except expand the existing HMP to
incorporate livestock grazing management in order to aid in achieving wildlife habitat management
objectives. This may include reduction of forage allocations to livestock or elimination of grazing 
from key species concentration areas. 

Grazing Management: Propose the same range improvements as proposed in Alternative 

Recreation Management: Restrict ORV use on 22,000 acres to designated roads and trails. 

Grazing Management: Propose range improvements in accordance with the existing activity plan 
consisting of 5 miles of fence, 1 spring, 1 mile of pipeline, and 2 stock water tanks. 

Maintain forage productivity by pursuing acquisition of State and private parcels that are the key to 
better management. 

Recreation Management: Same as Alternative 

Wildlife Habitat Management: Same as Alternative 

Soil and Water Management: Same as Alternative 
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Saddle Mountains Management Area 
Alternative A	 Minerals Management: Emphasize the exploration, development, and production of oil and gas

resources through the Federal Oil and Gas Leasing System. Manage other resource activities in a
manner to minimize conflicts with oil and gas operations. 
Grazing Management: Propose range improvements for the I allotments of 692 acres to be seeded,
167 acres of brush control, 7.5 miles of fence, 3.5 miles of pipeline, and 6 stock water tanks. 
Pursue acquisition of high potential grazing land that presently controls or inhibits establishment of 
grazing systems by virtue of its non-Federal ownership. 
Recreation Management: Emphasize rock collecting and ORV use through development of
Recreation Management Plans. This would include efforts to acquire 3,200 acres of private lands 
and establish an intensive use area for Permit an unlimited number of organized ORV 
events. . 

Emphasize &id @&fu&n~of and 
resources through the Federal Oil and Gas Leasing System. Manage other resource activities in a 
manner to minimize conflicts with oil and gas operations. 
Grazing Management: Develop a coordinated Resource Management Plan that would place equal 
emphasis on these programs. This plan would include, but would not be limited to the following: 
establishing livestock use levels, wildlife management, managing ORV use and rock collecting, and 
updating/revising the cooperative watershed management plan with the Bureau of Reclamation. 
Propose range improvements for the allotments of 593 acres to be seeded, 167 acres of brush 
control, 7.5 miles of fence, 3.5 miles of pipeline, and installation of 4 stock water tanks. 
Acquire 1,500 acres of State grazing land in the I and Cl allotments to enhance management and
13,000 acres of Burlington Northern land to enhance grazing management and multiple use of the 
management area. 
Recreation Management: Restrict ORV use on 19,990 acres to designated roads and trails. Acquire
3,200 acres of private land to enhance recreational activities. Designate a casual use ORV area on 
the west end of Saddle Mountain and ORV use in other areas to designated roads and trails.
Permit a maximum of 3 races per calendar year. Acquire access through easement acquisition or 
land exchange to key parcels for recreational rockhounding on Saddle Mountain and in
Johnson Creek area. 
Wildlife Habitat Management: Protect and improve high value riparian habitat along Johnson Creek
(1 mile) and six (6) miles of it’s tributaries. 
Soil and Water Management: Minimize surface disturbing activities in favor of watershed values. 

Alternative C	 Soil and Water Management: Minimize or eliminate surface disturbing activities in favor of
watershed and wildlife values (for instance, restrict or prohibit ORV use and rock collecting 
activities, reduce forage allocations to livestock, restrict oil and gas exploration/development
activities, and so on). Restrict all vehicles (including recreation except emergency vehicles 
to designated roads and trails. 
Grazing Management: Propose range improvements for the allotments of 7.5 miles of fence, 3.5 
miles of pipeline, and 4 stock water tanks. 
Recreation Management: Restrict ORV use on 24,300 acres to designated roads and trails. 
Wildlife Habitat Management: Same as Alternative B. 

Alternative D	 Grazing Management: Propose range improvements in accordance with the existing CRMP: 2.5
miles of fence, 0.5 miles of pipeline, and 2 stock water tanks. 
Acquire 13,000 acres of Burlington Northern land and 1,200 acres of State land to enhance grazing 
management. 
Recreation Management: Limit ORV restrictions to small designated high problem areas. 
Soil Management: Continue the agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation with current emphasis
on protection of watershed values. 
Minerals Management: Emphasize Oil and Gas exploration, development and production through
the Federal Oil and Gas Leasing System. 
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Rattlesnake Hills Management Area 
Alternative A 

Alternative B 

Alternative C 

Alternative D 

Grazing Management: Since there are no I allotments in the management area, propose
development of that would emphasize maximization of livestock grazing where conflicts 
with other major resource values are minimal. Pursue a land exchange program to consolidate
public lands to enhance grazing management. 

Recreation Management: Designate special rock collecting areas from which to conduct material 
sales. Acquire public access to the public land in 11 N., R. 22 E. 

. . . . . . . . 
Grazing Management: Pursue program to consolidate public lands to enhance
grazing management. 

Recreation Management: Develop an activity plan to enhance rock collecting, ORV use, and
hunting. Acquire access by pursuing land exchanges to consolidate public land in order to facilitate
recreation management objectives. Acquire access with rights to the public if land exchanges do 
not provide public access by 1988. 

Wildlife Habitat Management: Devefop an HMP maintain or improve key species concentration 
areas. Identify and protect high value riparian habitat in Washout Canyon mile). 

Grazing Management: Develop a CRMP to enhance watershed and wildlife values. This plan would 
incorporate stipulations in all activity plans prepared for this area to minimize and/or eliminate 
disturbance from ORV use, rock collecting, grazing, and oil and gas operations from certain key
areas on the south slope in 11 N, R. 22 E. 

Recreation Management: Restrict ORV use on 24,725 acres to designated roads and trails. 

Wildlife Habitat Management: Same as Alternative B. 

Grazing Management: Propose no new range improvements. Maintain existing authorized use 
levels. 

Recreation Management: Same as Alternative B. 

Wildlife Habitat Management: Same as Alternative B. 



Badger Slope Management Area 
Alternative A	 Grazing Management: Propose range improvements for the I allotments of 287 acres to be seeded,

7 miles of fence, 3 spring developments, 3 miles of pipeline, 8 stock water tanks, and 2 wells. 

In order to increase production of forage, pursue acquisition of high potential grazing land that
presently controls or inhibits establishment of grazing systems by virtue of its non-Federal 
ownership. 

Recreation Management: Restrict ORV use on 160 acres to designated roads and trails.
.-_- -?_-^ 

Alternative B Grazing Management: Propose range improvements for the allotments of 257 acres to be seeded, 
7 miles of fence, 3 spring developments, 3 miles of pipeline, and the installation of 4 stock water 
tanks. 

-- _____

Acquire privately owned grazing land in the I allotments where present ownership is inhibiting the 
establishment of grazing systems that would increase forage production. 

Recreation Management: Restrict ORV use to designated roads and trails on 7,680 acres and close 
40 acres to Consolidate ownership through exchanges as opportunities arise. 

Wildlife Habitat Management: Develop a CRMP for this area with provisions to improve and protect
and upland game habitat. Acquire lands to improve management for the purpose of 

improving waterfowl and upland game habitat. Develop an HMP on 1,000 acres of the area for the
purpose of improving upland game habitat. Protect riparian habitat in Webber Canyon miles) 
and protect and improve riparian habitat in Sec. 30, 9 N., R. 26 E. 

Alternative C	 Wildlife Habitat Management: Develop an HMP to emphasize maintenance or improvement of 
and upland game habitat and acquire lands near the rim of Badger Slope and Horse 

Heaven Hills. Protect riparian habitat in Webber Canyon miles) and protect and improve riparian
habitat in Sec. 30, 9 N., R. 26 E. 

Grazing Management: Propose range improvements for the I allotments of 2 spring developments,
3 miles of pipeline, and 3 stock water tanks. 

Recreation Management: Same as Alternative B. 

Alternative D	 Grazing Management: Propose no new range improvements. 

To maintain forage productivity, pursue the acquisition of private land in the I allotments. 

Recreation Management: Same as Alternative B. 

Wildlife Habitat Management: Same as Alternative B. 
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Introduction 
This chapter describes the significant environmental 
consequences that would result from implementing 
each of the alternatives. These environmental 
consequences (impacts) are compared to the 
existing situation, as described in Chapter 2. 
Analysis and public/interagency comments, 
including the scoping process, indicates that there 
would be no significant impact upon air quality, 
energy use, municipal watersheds, groundwater, 
and previously designated Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern and the Research Natural 
Area. Additionally, no significant impacts from 
landownership adjustments would occur to any 
resource. With the exception of impacts to mineral 
resources (see discussion on mineral resources in 
this chapter), there would not be any irreversible or 
irretrievable commitments of resources resulting 
from implementation of the Proposed Resource 
Management Plan. 

During the course of this analysis of impacts, it was 
realized that no impacts of regional significance 
would result from implementing any of the 
alternatives. The environmental consequences 
identified in this analysis are only of “local 
significance.” That is, the impacts discussed are 
important within specific locales of a management 
area; however, they are not significant to the 
management area. 

Knowledge of the area and professional judgment, 
based on observation and analysis of conditions 
and responses in similar areas, have been used to 
infer environmental impacts where data is limited. 

Methods used to analyze impacts are in 
detail in Appendix L. The methodology facilitates 
systematic, objective analyses that link 
environmental impacts to their suspected causes. 
Land management actions that cause changes are 
called change agents. Change agents produce 
environmental impacts, which are changes in 
certain resources or resource values known as 
indicators. Environmental impacts are described in 
terms of increases or decreases of certain units of 
measurement for an indicator. 

The nature and extent of impacts will be defined as 
follows: 

Impact: Impact is defined as spatial or temporal 
change in the human environment caused by man. 
The change should be (1) perceptible, 
(2) measurable, and (3) relatable through a change 
agent to a management activity or alternative. 

Short-Term: Short-term is defined as the lo-year 

period needed to implement the Resource 
Management Plan and resulting activity plans, such 
as Allotment Management Plans, Timber 
Management Plans, and so forth. 

Long-Term: Long-term is defined as beyond those 
10 years. 

When impacts were analyzed, efforts were made to 
quantify them whenever possible. Where 
quantitative data were lacking, specialists exercised 
professional judgment and substantiated these 
estimates with appropriate references to the 
methodologies used. 

Common impacts are first presented by resource. 
This discussion is followed by specific impacts 
which vary between alternatives. Impacts applicable 
to specific management areas are identified within 
the general discussions or in tables. 

Discussion of significant impacts from grazing 
management under all alternatives is limited to the I 
category allotments. Since no change is expected 
from the existing situation on the M and C category 
allotments, they are not discussed in detail. 

Assumptions for 
Analysis
Certain of activities, such as grazing 
management and wildlife habitat management, have 
been under way for decades and have resulted in 
environmental impacts. Other types of activities may 
be new to a specific area. In order to assess 
environmental consequences of the land use 
allocations, certain assumptions were made about 
how the permitted activities are being or would be 
carried out. These assumptions are as follows: 

1. Funding and personnel would be sufficient to 
implement the Preferred Alternative or any 
alternative as described herein. 

2. Monitoring studies would be completed and 
followed as indicated, and adjustments or revisions 
would be made as needed. 

3. Common management guidance would be 
followed. 

4. Appropriate maintenance would be carried out to 
maintain the functional capability of all 
improvements. 

5. For analysis purposes, all long-term forage 
increases above WSDG population target forage 
requirements would be made available to livestock. 
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The impacts on soils are soil compaction and 
soil erosion. Each of these results in reduced soil 
productivity. 

Grazing livestock affect soil resources mainly by 
removing protective plant materials and compacting 
the soil surface. Both of these actions tend to 
reduce soil infiltration rates and, concurrently, to 
increase surface runoff rates (Leithead 1959; Rauzi 
and Hanson 1966). The result is greater surface soil 
losses during major precipitation events. 

In grazing systems that tend to cause a change 
(decrease) in ecological conditions from climax to 
an earlier stage, soil erosion would generally 
increase; conversely, in those systems that cause a 
change (increase) in ecological conditions from an 
early toward climax stage, soil erosion would 
decrease (Gifford and Hawkins 1977). (See 
Appendix M.) 

Over the long-term, surface soil loss and 
compaction would reduce soil productivity and 
vegetative growth. Well managed grazing of 
livestock can minimize the effect on soils (Council 
for Agricultural Science and Technology 1974). 
Grazing systems that incorporate deferment tend to 
cause less impact than annual, season long use. 
Grazing systems that allow only a brief period of 
deferment tend to have moderate impacts on soil 
productivity; grazing systems that utilize a longer 
rest period tend to have less impact on the soil 
resource. 

The effects of timber management pertain to the 
Similkameen, Conconully, Rock Creek, North Ferry, 
North Stevens, Huckleberry Mountains, and 
Scattered Tract Management Areas (see Table 3-8 
and 3-9). 

The major impacts of timber management on soils 
would be compaction, landsliding, and topsoil 
displacement resulting from road construction and 
timber harvesting operations. 

Soil compaction from yarding systems results 
primarily from the weight and shearing forces 
involved in yarding operations. Tractor yarding 
systems would have a greater impact on soil 
productivity than cable yarding systems, since 
compacted soil surfaces are very susceptible to 
rilling and gullying. When compaction occurs, the 
attendant effect of reduced infiltration capacity has 
been found to persist as long as 55 years in some 
soils. 

Road construction contributes more to losses in soil 
productivity than any other timber management 
activity. Excavation of soil from its natural position 
alters the natural drainage of slope and exposes 

soil to elements on steeper slopes: a cut at a 
critical point can trigger landslides. Road fills add 
weight to the underlying soil mass, and on steep 
hillsides they can trigger landslides or slip failures. 

Impacts on soils from road construction and tractor 
logging would be unavoidable under all the 
alternatives, but they would be in proportion to the 
number of acres harvested. From 5 to 15% of the 
areas harvested would be affected in this manner. 
Thus, impacts would be least under the Protection 
Alternative (C) and greatest under the Production 
Alternative (A), and slightly less under the Proposed 
RMP (B), and No Action (D) Alternatives. There 
would be no substantial differences in impacts 
between the latter three alternatives. 

The major impacts to soils from recreation activities 
come from ORV use. The areas most affected by 
ORV use are the Similkameen, Saddle Mountains, 
and Juniper Forest Management Areas. The major 
impacts are the result of surface disturbance and 
soil compaction. These effects tend to increase soil 
erosion. Under the Proposed RMP and Alternatives 
A, and D, ORV use would have local impacts and 
would significantly affect the soil resources in 
proposed ORV use areas in the Saddle Mountains 
and Juniper Forest Management Areas. Under 
Alternative C, the impacts would be minimal. 

Impacts from any mineral operations would occur 
mainly from road construction and other related 
surface disturbing activities, such as construction of 
drilling pads and excavation associated with placer 
mining. Under all the alternatives, these activities 
would have local impacts and would not 
significantly affect soil resources. These impacts are 
likely to occur in any of the management areas. 
Historical use throughout the planning area has 
indicated that an average of 20 acres per year 
could be expected to be disturbed in this manner. 

Water yield is expected to increase primarily from 
compacted soils and roads. These increases, under 
any of the alternatives, are not expected to 
significantly affect the stream flow of creeks or 
rivers within any of the management areas. 

Impacts on water quality, in terms of increased 
sediment loads, could be expected in streams 
adjacent to pastures receiving heavy grazing 
pressure. Trampling and removal of vegetation by 
livestock compact soil surfaces and increase 
sediment yields. Grazing systems which incorporate 
rest and allow ground cover to increase have been 
found to decrease sediment yields 1964). 
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Under Alternative A, in those allotments where 
livestock grazing of stream/riparian areas occur, 
there would be reduced water quality through 
increases of soil erosion and coliform bacteria. The 
reduction or removal of stream bank vegetation by 
cattle can substantially increase water temperatures 
(Claire and Brown and Krygier 1967). 
Sloughing and collapse of stream banks which 
result in increased suspended sediments of the 
streams can also occur as an indirect result of 
livestock grazing (Platts 1981). There would not be 
any measurable effect to water quality under 
Alternatives B, C, or D. 

Sediment deposition could be expected from those 
areas identified in Alternatives A and B in the 
term where seedings are proposed. The sediment 
increase would be in response to exposed soil as a 
result of preparation. This increase would 
be in excess of the soil loss tolerance (see 
Glossary) between the time of preparation 
and seedling of the 
improved grazing systems, land treatments, and 
design features proposed, surface water quality 
generally is expected to improve, under all 
alternatives except in Alternative D, under which it 
would remain essentially unchanged. The 
improvement in water quality would be greatest 
under Alternative C and least under Alternative A. 
Consequently, no significant impacts are 
anticipated. 

The major forest management activities that would 
impact water quality occur in the Similkameen, 
Conconully, North Ferry, North Stevens, 
Huckleberry, and Scattered Tract Management 
Areas (see Table 3-8). The activities that would 
affect the water resource are primarily road 
construction and timber harvesting. The type of 
yarding system and seasonal timing used in timber 
harvesting influences sediment concentrations in 
nearby streams. Tractor logging typically produces 
high sediment concentrations (Reinhart and 

1962) due to the high percentage of the 
soil surface that is disturbed. Utilization of cable or 
aerial systems impacts water resources much less, 
and, in some studies, sediment yields showed no 
increase after harvesting with these techniques 
(Brown 1978). 

Road construction far overshadows logging as a 
cause of increased sediment loads in stream 
systems. Researchers report increases of as much 
as 250 times to 320 times normal sediment 
production from construction of roads in forested 
areas. After construction, sediment originating from 
the barren road surfaces can contribute to high 
suspended sediment loads for more than five years 
(Megahan and Kidd 1972). 

Localized short-term increases in suspended 

sediment loads would be unavoidable from road 
construction and tractor logging under all the 
alternatives. Impacts would be in proportion to the 
number of acres of timber harvested and amount of 
road constructed. Thus, impacts would be least 
under Alternative C and greater under Alternatives 
A, B, or D. There would be no substantial difference 
in impacts between the latter three alternatives, nor 
are any of these actions anticipated to result in any 
significant impacts. 

Impacts on water quality from mineral exploration or 
development would be the same under all 
alternatives and would be mainly in the form of 
short-term increases in sediment loads from road 
surfaces and other related surface disturbing 
activities, such as seismographic exploration. The 
effects of the increased sediment loads on streams 
and to municipal watersheds are not expected to be 
significant. 

None of the land use allocations or resource 
management directions in this RMP are expected to 
have a significant effect on the quantity, quality, or 
availability of groundwater or surface water in 
streams or municipal watersheds. 

Management actions impact vegetation by changing 
the species composition in the long-term and the 
structure and production in the short-term. 
Permanent changes occur when the topsoil is 
excavated or severely displaced. 

Ranaeland Veaetation 
By the existing situation on 
the M and C category allotments, no significant 
environmental impacts are anticipated. Because no 
change is expected from the existing situation on 
the M and C category allotments, these areas are 
not discussed further. 

Changes in vegetative characteristics such as range 
condition and forage production are dependent 
upon changes in plant species composition. A 
summary of the long-term impacts of grazing 
management to vegetation is shown in Table 4-1. 
Appendix M provides allotment specific impacts. 

The following analysis identifies the general 
changes in composition of the key species that are 
expected to result from the components of each 
alternative, such as forage use, grazing systems, 
and vegetation manipulation projects. Because 
significant composition changes usually take several 
years, the following analysis discusses only 
term impacts unless otherwise specified. 

For the purposes of analysis, light utilization is 
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Table 4-1 Existing and Expected Long-Term Ecological Conditions by Management
Area (Allotment 

Alternatives 
Management Condition Existing A B C 
Area Class Situation Production Preferred Protection No Action 
Similkameen Climax 381 381 381 381 381 

Late Seral 718 842 3,218 3,124 682 
Middle Seral 2,646 2,646 333 333 2,552 
Early Seral 4,336 4,212 4,149 4,243 4,466 
Unclassified 4,441 4,441 4,441 4,441 4,441 

Forage Production
(Livestock 1,861 1,739 1,357 652 1,861 

Conconully Climax 0 
Late Seral 272 
Middle Seral 1,143 1,143 921 921 1,089 
Early Seral 0 0 0 0 57 
Unclassified 87 87 87 87 87 

Forage Production 
(Lifestock 256 236 191 114 256 

Douglas Creek Climax 365 365 365 365 365 
Late Seral 2,941 3,002 3,820 3,820 3,820 
Middle Seral 929 868 50 50 50 
Early Seral 175 175 175 175 175 
Unclassified 995 995 995 995 995 

Forage Production
(Livestock 449 635 474 284 449 

Saddle Mountains Climax 155 155 155 155 155 
Late Seral 2,468 3,327 9,366 8,765 2,418 
Middle Seral 6,363 6,196 58 66 6,367 
Early Seral 2,724 2,032 2,131 2,724 2,770 
Unclassified 2,351 2,351 2,351 2,351 2,351 

Forage Production 
(Lifestock 1.588 1,811 1,509 871 2,484 

Badger Slope Climax 1,634 1,634 1,634 1,634 1,634 
Late Seral 2,324 2,611 3,323 3,066 2,207 
Middle Seral 745 745 3 3 823 
Early Seral 360 73 103 360 399 
Unclassified 437 437 437 437 437 

Forage Production 
Livestock AUMS) 340 1,403 1,033 601 340 

North Stevens	 Climax 0 0 0 0 0 
Late Seral 0 0 0 0 0 
Middle Seral 0 0 45 0 
Early Seral 674 674 629 674 
Unclassified 237 237 237 237 237 

Forage Production
(Livestock 152 105 79 47 152 
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Table 4-1 Existing and Expected Long-Term Ecological Conditions by Management
Area (Allotment (continued) 

Alternatives 
Management Condition Existing A B C 
Area Class Situation Production Preferred Protection No Action 
Juniper Forest Climax 

Late Seral 
Middle Seral 
Early Seral
Unclassified 

0 
0 

50 
7,863 

110 

0 
1,799 

50 
6,064 

110 

0 
50 

247 
7,616 

110 

0 
50 

247 
7,616 

110 

0 
0 

47 
7,866 

110 
Forage Production
(Livestock 836 600 432 252 638 

Scattered Tracts Climax 
Late Seral 

0 
130 67: 67: 

0 
123 

Middle Seral 
Early Seral
Unclassified 

1,039 
246 
250 

1,039 
246 
250 

495 
246 
250 

495 
246 
250 

994 
298 
250 

Forage Production
(Livestock 209 210 la2 112 209 

AUM estimates are for analysis purposes only. Future changes in carrying capacity would only be implemented after monitoring. 

defined as 30% use of the current year’s growth of 
key forage species, moderate utilization as 
and heavy utilization as 70%. Generally, light and 
moderate utilization levels increase or sustain the 
vigor of key species, while heavy utilization reduces 
photosynthesis below levels needed to maintain 
root reserves, diminishing the vigor of key species. 
However, under most grazing systems, the timing 
of grazing use is the most important factor affecting 
key species composition. For example, during the 
critical part of the growing season, normally April 1 
to July 15, depending on aspect and elevation, 
plants are drawing on stored carbohydrates to 
develop flower stalks and vegetative growth. In 
most native key species, carbohydrate reserves are 
replenished during the later stages of this period 
prior to seed ripe. The critical period of growth 
ends when the plant has replenished its 
carbohydrate reserves and has produced seed. 
Moderate utilization during the period of critical 
growth may result in reduced vigor, evidenced by 
fewer seed stalks, lower vegetative production, and 
a smaller crown size, while continued heavy 
grazing during this period for several years can 
completely deplete plant reserves, eventually killing 
the key species and allowing a corresponding 
increase in less palatable plants. Moderate or 
heavy grazing after the critical growing period 
would not significantly reduce plant vigor. See 
Appendix J for description and effects of available 
grazing systems. 

Range improvements other than brush control or 
seeding would not cause significant long-term 
disturbance of vegetation and, therefore, are not 
discussed. 

Brush control (control of big sagebrush) would 
convert middle seral vegetation with heavy cover of 
big sagebrush to late seral. Middle seral range 
contains adequate populations of perennial grasses 
to respond to removal of the big sagebrush 
overstory. 

Seedings have been proposed only for early seral 
vegetation communities, since they contain 
insufficient populations of perennial grasses to 
respond to less expensive grazing management or 
brush control. Seedings would convert early seral 
vegetation to late seral through direct conversion of 
annual vegetation communities to vegetation 
communities dominated by perennial grasses. Only 
suitable sites in terms of soil depth, slope, and 
surface soil texture have been proposed for 
seeding. 

Under Alternative A, the analyses of ecological 
conditions show that heavy (70%) utilization would 
cause ecological succession to decline toward 
earlier seral stages. However, the effects of heavy 
utilization would be negated by the effects of 
proper grazing systems which would cause 
ecological succession to advance toward later seral 
stages. The net result would be no change in 
ecological conditions from grazing management. 
Predicted long-term changes in ecological condition 
(see Table 4-1) under Alternative A would result 
from brush control and seeding projects (see Table 
3-7). Seeding projects are proposed for the 
Similkameen, Saddle Mountains, Badger Slope and 
Juniper Forest Management Areas (see Appendix 

 Predicted livestock forage increases from 
to long-term as a result of these projects are shown 
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in Table 3-6. The AUM and ecological condition 
changes for Juniper Forest are based on only 50% 
seeding success, since the sites are harsh 
because of sandy soils and very hot, dry summers. 

Brush control projects are planned only for the 
Douglas Creek and Saddle Mountains Management 
Areas (see Appendix 

Under the Proposed RMP, the analyses of 
ecological conditions show that grazing 
management (moderate utilization and 
proper grazing systems) would cause middle seral 
vegetation communities to progress to late seral in 
the long-term. Middle seral communities include 
sufficient populations of perennial grasses to 
respond to grazing management. However, most 
early seral communities have insufficient 
populations of perennial grasses to allow significant 
response to management in the long-term as 
defined in this document. Late seral and climax 
communities would be maintained under these 
grazing management activities. Significant 
ecological condition changes from long-term 
for each alternative are displayed in Table 4-1. 
Vegetation manipulation projects (seeding and 
brush control) would be proposed under the 
Proposed RMP for some management areas (see 
Table 3-7 and Appendix K). 

Under Alternative C, ecological conditions would 
change for all management areas in response to 
light (30%) utilization and proper grazing 
management in the same manner and acreages as 
explained under the Proposed RMP (see Table 
4-l). All long-term livestock forage increases as 
shown on Table 3-6 are a result of these changes 
in ecological condition. 

No vegetation manipulation projects (seeding or 
brush control) would be proposed under Alternative 
C. These vegetation manipulations would not be 
considered compatible with the goal of 
enhancement of natural values since they 
drastically alter vegetation communities in a 
manner other than ecological succession. 

Predicted effects of Alternative D are shown in 
Table 4-1 and Appendix For all allotments, 
except No. 0806 and No. 0778, analyses of 
ecological conditions estimate that 5% of existing 
late seral acreage would decline to middle seral, 
and 5% of existing middle seral acreage would 
decline to early seral with continuous season long 
use without rotational grazing systems. Analysis 
indicates that the rotational grazing system being 
implemented for Allotment No. 0806 would maintain 
ecological condition under the target stocking rates 
(see Table 3-6). Existing middle seral condition 
vegetation communities would advance to late seral 
in the long-term for allotment No. 0778 with 

continued implementation of a rotational grazing 
system and moderate livestock utilization. 

No seeding or brush control projects are currently 
planned under existing activity plans. 

The ORV use area proposed for the Saddle 
Mountains Management Area under Alternatives A 
and B, the Proposed RMP, would impact livestock 
grazing. Livestock weight gains would be expected 
to decrease, and livestock death losses would be 
expected to increase due to disturbance and 
harassment of livestock. Vegetation communities 
directly disturbed by ORV activity would be 
expected to decline to early seral condition. 

Riparian an
Vegetation

to grazing management would occur 
primarily in the streamside riparian areas which are 
accessible to livestock and are currently in poor or 
fair condition. Good condition areas are generally 
inaccessible to livestock because of dense shrub 
cover, existing fences, or steep, rocky topography 
and would not be impacted by any of the 
alternatives. 

Most of the riparian areas in poor and fair condition 
are currently under spring/summer or season long 
grazing management. These areas would have 
significant increases in riparian vegetation under 
the Proposed RMP and Alternative> A and C, 
where livestock utilization would be reduced to less 
than 50%. 

Whenever protective fences are constructed, 
riparian conditions would improve within the 

but nearly all vegetation would be 
removed from the livestock water gaps. Other 
impacts to riparian vegetation are discussed in the 
wildlife and fish sections. 

Forest Vegetation
All vegetation in areas scheduled for timber 
management would be directly affected by road 
building, timber harvest, and vegetation 
manipulation. The degree to which existing and 
future vegetation would be affected depends on the 
intensity of each management action. The impacts 
to riparian vegetation are expected to be 
insignificant due to buffer strip provisions and 
acreage withdrawals from the timber production 
base under all alternatives (see Tables 4-2 and 
3-8). Areas within draws and adjacent to minor 
streams (non perennial} would be harvested under 
all alternatives, but harvesting would include 
stipulations to mitigate the impacts. However, these 
activities would temporarily alter the structural 
characteristic of the riparian vegetation. 
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Table 4-2 Determination of Sustainable 
Harvest Level bv Alternative’ 

Alternatives 
A B C D 

No Planned Timber Harvest 
Noncommercial Forestlands 
Nonoperable3 
Multiple Use Set Aside4 

Riparian (equivalent 
Wildlife Habitat (equivalent 

ACEC (actual acres) 

Subtotal 

Low Intensity Timber Production 
(equivalent 

Full Timber Production Base* 

Total Forestland 

Approximate Annual Timber Sale 
Program (MM bd. 

2,484 2,484 2,484 2,484
3,714 3,714 3,714 3,714 

277 418 924 554 

1,079 1,619 5,400 1,457 
161 161 161 161 

7,721 8,394 12,758 8,370 

960 1,920 4,800 1,680 
46,076 44,443 37,274 44,707 

54,757 54,757 54,757 54,757 

4.12 3.98 3.33 4.00 

‘Minor forest products (firewood, posts, poles) not included. 
breakdown of acres by management area is displayed in Table 3-8. 

acres have been removed from the timber production base due to 
fragile site condition and reforestation problems. 

acres are commercial forestland which would be withdrawn from 
timber production to protect other resources. Also shown on Table 3-8. 

actual acres have not been identified, it is assumed that 
mitigation measures to reduce site-specific adverse effects would result in
productivity losses equivalent to these acres. 

sustainable harvest level for the Spokane District is being calculated 
(an assumption for the purposes of analysis is that the annual timber sale
program would use an average of 89.5 board feet per acre for full
production). 

Harvesting alters existing forestland vegetation and 
affects future plant communities. Overstory removal 
and soil disturbance are the major habitat 
modifications. Pioneer species may colonize 
disturbed ground, initiating secondary succession 
within the stand. Timber harvesting results in 
conversion of overmature, mature, and second 
growth conifers to early successional stages. Acres 
that would be affected by harvest over the next 10 
years range from approximately 8,300 acres under 
Alternative C to approximately 10,300 acres under 
Alternative A. 

Continuation of intensive timber management would 
not allow future forest stands within the intensive 
timber production base to achieve overmature 
status. Some plant species associated with older 
age timber stands could be permanently excluded 
from intensively managed forestlands. In addition, 
younger age classes exhibit simpler structure. They 

contain fewer species and less variety in height, 
age, and distribution of plants. 

Natural regeneration would be relied on to restock 
the cutover areas. Occasionally, reforestation is 
accomplished artificially by mechanical seeding or 
hand planting. Nursery grown conifer seedling are 
usually planted the first or second year following 
harvest. After 10 to 15 years, the planted trees 
usually dominate other vegetation, accelerating 
natural plant succession. 

Endangered, Threatened or 
Sensitive Plants 
Unidentified populations of state or federally listed 
plant species in previously undisturbed areas could 
be susceptible to disturbance. Since information is 
lacking about the response to grazing, the impact 
of proposed changes in grazing management 
cannot be predicted. Impacts due to vegetation 
manipulation, range improvement construction, and 
timber management activities could reduce 
unidentified populations of endangered, threatened 
or sensitive species. Therefore, intensive plant 
inventories of the project areas would be 
conducted, and the projects would be modified, if 
necessary, to protect endangered, threatened or 
sensitive species. 

Conclusions 
Long-term impacts to ecological condition of 
vegetation from livestock grazing would advance 
range condition under Alternatives B and C. Of the 
acres in I category allotments, roughly 25% would 
advance in ecological condition under the Proposed 
RMP and 23% under Alternative C. Under 
Alternative D, about 1% of the I category allotment 
acreage would decline in ecological condition, and 
about 2% would advance in ecological condition 
due to grazing management. No changes in 
ecological conditions are anticipated from grazing 
under Alternative A. 

Vegetation manipulation projects would advance 
ecological condition on about 6% of the I allotment 
acreage under Alternative A and on about 2% 
under the Proposed 

Forage production would increase under Alternative 
B as compared to forage production based on 50% 
utilization of key forage species under existing 
vegetation conditions due to grazing systems that 
improve plant vigor and advance ecological 
succession and due to vegetation manipulation of 
high potential/low production sites that would have 
little or no opportunity to advance successionally in 
a reasonable length of time under other 
management schemes. 
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Forage production would increase from short-to 
long-term under Alternative A due to vegetation 
manipulation projects. 

Forage production would increase from 
term under Alternative C due to light utilization of 
key forage species and grazing systems that 
improve plant vigor and advance ecological 
succession. 

Alterations to the structure and development of 
forest plant communities would be the most 
term and widespread impact of the timber 
management program. Under intensive timber 
management, existing older forest communities 
scheduled for timber harvest would be converted to 
earlier successional stage communities. These 
impacts would be the greatest under Alternative A 
followed by the Proposed RMP and Alternatives C 
and D, respectively. However, differences between 
all alternatives are insignificant. Impacts as 
identified above would occur in all management 
areas containing commercial forestland (see Table 
3-8). 

Short-term use of commercial forestlands for timber 
harvest would increase long-term production of 
wood fiber as older, slow growing stands are 
replaced by young, fast growing stands managed 
for optimum wood production. In the long-term, as 
the area approaches a balance of age classes, 
maximum growth of commercial conifers would be 
achieved. Intensive timber management practices 
(such as thinning, slash disposal, and planting) 
would favor survival of conifers and would suppress, 
but not eliminate, shrubs and herbaceous plants. 
Diversity and complexity of plant communities 
would diminish as maximum growth of commercial 
conifers is emphasized. 

Wildlife forage and cover would increase in grazing 
allotments where livestock stocking rates are 
reduced. Conversely, forage and cover would 
decrease where stocking rates increase. (Estimated 
livestock grazing use by management area are 
displayed in Table 3-6; the base line for changes is 
the short-term use under Alternative D.) Where 
stocking rate increases are substantial, as they are 
for the Badger Slope Management Area under 
Alternative A, populations of small mammals and 
upland game birds would decline. Crucial deer 
winter range would not be affected by livestock 
grazing under the Proposed RMP or Alternatives A 
and C. 

Riparian habitat would improve whenever livestock 
utilization and pressure would be reduced through 
management or eliminated by construction of 
protective fencing. 

Forest management activities which include (1) road 
construction, (2) logging operations, and (3) site 
preparation would affect wildlife in the Similkameen, 
Conconully, Rock Creek, North Ferry, North 
Stevens, and Huckleberry Mountains Management 
Areas. Road building and logging operations would 
displace wildlife from the activity area, but the 
effect would be short-term. Newly constructed roads 
left open after logging operations would indirectly 
result in increased disturbance to wildlife species 
that utilize areas such as crucial winter range, 
lambing areas, and fawning areas. The greatest 
effects of forest management on wildlife habitat and 
populations would result from changes in overstory 
structure and tree species composition. 

Under Alternatives A and B, ORV activity would 
increase in the designated intensive use area in the 
Saddle Mountains Management Area. All wildlife 
within or adjacent to these areas would be 
adversely affected. 

Mineral operations would affect wildlife under all 
alternatives. The greatest impacts would result from 
exploration and site development for both mining 
and oil and gas operations and from production of 
mining operations. Impacts which include wildlife 
displacement and degradation of habitat which 
could cause localized population losses would be 
relatively brief for oil and gas activities. Impacts 
from mining operations could be long-term in the 
Similkameen, Conconully, North Ferry, North 
Stevens, and Huckleberry Mountains Management 
Areas but are not expected to result in cumulative 
disturbances of more than 100 acres per year. 

Anadromous fish would not be significantly affected 
by any activity under the four alternatives. 

Riparian fencing would improve fish habitat in 
Alternatives A, B, and C. Streams that would be 
affected most are Salmon Creek in the Conconully 
Management Area, Johnson Creek in the Saddle 
Mountains Management Area, and Rock Creek in 
the Rock Creek Management Area. Changes in 
grazing management on I allotments would have 
little impact on fish because of the small amount of 
fish habitat in the allotments. 

Forest management activities would have localized 
but relatively small effects on fish habitats in the 
Similkameen, Conconully, Rock Creek, North Ferry, 
North Stevens, and Huckleberry Mountains 
Management Areas. Impacts would be least under 
Alternative C, which has 924 acres of riparian 
habitat protected from logging and greatest under 
Alternative A, which has 277 protected acres. 
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The only identified impact from grazing 
management was fence building which impedes 
access and degrades site integrity. 

Analysis of impacts resulting from forest 
management practices was applied to the 
Similkameen, Conconully, Rock Creek, North Ferry, 
North Stevens, Huckleberry Mountains, and 
Scattered Tracts Management Areas. Long-term 
visitor use would increase as a result of roads built 
for logging operations. The most noticeable effect 
would be on ORV use. Other visitor use would 
increase over the long-term after reforestation of 
harvested areas. 

ORV recreation use occurs in all of the 
management areas. In the known ORV use areas, 
there has been an increase in visitor use, mainly by 
motorcyclists. This trend is expected to continue 
under Alternatives A and D. In the Proposed 
Alternative B, there would be a reduction in ORV 
use due to the proposed restrictions. This reduction 
would be greater under Alternative C since ORV 
use on all of the public lands would be restricted or 
closed to 

All mineral operations, specifically oil and gas 
production, would reduce visitor use under all 
alternatives. Surface disturbing activities, such as 
road construction, exploratory well sites, and mining 
operations, remove acreage from recreation use 
while simultaneously concentrating use in nearby 
undisturbed areas. The combination of the two 
would cause recreationists to seek recreation 
elsewhere. 

Table 4-3 displays the type of activities affecting 
recreation resources. 

Under all alternatives, no significant impacts to 
visual resources are expected. Under the Preferred 
and Production Alternatives, grazing systems have 
the potential to create contrast between grazed and 
rested pastures in some localized areas. Some 
improvements and vegetative manipulation projects 
would add visually acceptable variety in an 
otherwise monotonous landscape. Certain portions 
of the RMP Area may experience slight degradation 
of visual quality. Range improvements for livestock 
and pipeline fence construction, which have the 
potential to create visual impacts, would be the 
most numerous under the Production Alternative 
followed by the Preferred, No Action, and Protection 
Alternatives. Project design features, as well as 
visual resource management (VRM) program 

Activities Affecting 
Recreation Resources 

Alternatives 
ABCD ABCD ABCD ABCD 

Management Areas Grazing 
Forest 

Management Recreation Minerals 
Similkameen t t t  t - - ­ -
Conconully 

Lake 
- - ­ -

0000 
t t t  t 

0000 
- - ­ -
- - ­ -

Douglas Creek 
Saddle Mountains 

- - ­ -
- - ­ -

0000 
0000 

- - ­ -
- - ­ -

Rattlesnake Hills 0000 0000 - - ­ -
Badger Slope 
Rock Creek 

- - ­ -
0000 

0000 
t t t  t 

- - ­ -
- - ­ -

North Ferry 
North Stevens 

0000 
- - ­ -

Huckleberry Mountains 
Juniper Forest 
Scattered Tracts 

0000 
- - ­ -

tttt 
0000 
tttt 

---­
---­
---­

+ = Increase
 = Decrease 
= No Change 

procedures and constraints, would minimize 
and vegetative contrast. In the long-term, 

visual quality would improve as range condition 
improves. 

ORV activities normally leave roads and trails 
crisscrossing vast expanses. Most of these trails 
are visible for decades. This impact would be 
greater under Alternatives A and D where the 
majority of the public land (256,917 acres) is 
essentially open to ORV use. Under Alternative B, 
this impact would be less since ORV use on an 
additional 26,417 acres would be restricted to roads 
and trails. Under Alternative C, the impact would 
be least since restrictions would be placed on all 
ORV activities. 

Exposed well heads, pumps, pipelines, and the 
extensive road systems servicing them affect visual 
quality in oil and gas production areas. While in 
production, this equipment is visible for miles. After 
production, most equipment is removed, but road 
systems remain. 

Table 4-4 displays the type of activities affecting 
the visual resources. 
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Activities Affecting 
Visual Resources by 

Alternatives 
ABCD ABCD ABCD ABCD 

Forest
Management Areas Grazing Management Recreation Minerals 
Similkameen t t t  t 

Lake 
t t t  t 

0000 --

- - - ­

- - - ­

Douglas Creek 0000 0000 

Saddle Mountains 0000 - - - ­

Rattlesnake Hills 0000 -- 1111 

Badger Slope 
Rock Creek 

0000 
t t t  t 

- - ­
- - ­

-
-

North Ferry 
North Stevens 

t t t  t 
t t t  t 

- - ­
- - ­

-
-

Huckleberry Mountains 
Juniper Forest 
Scattered Tracts 

t t t  t 
0000 

t t t  t 

= Increase in visual quality
 = Decrease in visual quality
0 = No Change 

In accordance with the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, Executive 
Order 11593, and Bureau policy, appropriate 
measures would be taken to identify and protect 
cultural sites prior to ground disturbing activities. 
These regulations, policies, and legislation are 
common to all management areas in all 
alternatives. As a result of this guidance, the 
effects of activities that would normally reduce 
cultural resource values would be mitigated. 
Although some of the activities involved in 
implementation of the various management 
programs could affect cultural resource values, no 
impacts are expected to affect known cultural sites 
of significance. 

ImDacts to 
The to the Juniper Dunes Wilderness 
consist primarily of outside sights and sounds. The 
area most affected would be the western portion of 
the wilderness that is adjacent to the 2,640 acres 
that are open to ORV use. These impacts would 
occur primarily during the early spring and fall high 
use periods. This impact is not expected to be 
significant under any of the alternatives. However, 
the impacts associated with Alternative C could be 

less since would be restricted to designated 
roads and trails throughout the remaining public 
lands in the management area. This restriction may 
curtail some ORV use. Consequently, the level of 
outside sights and sounds heard within the 
wilderness could diminish, therefore, lessening the 
impact on solitude. 

Acquisition of public access is not expected to 
result in an increase in visitor use or the associated 
impacts since physical access to the public land in 
the manage area is currently provided by the 
adjacent private landowners. 

Impacts on mineral resources resulting from 
shallow surface disturbances, such as reservoir or 
road construction activities, would be insignificant. 
None of the alternatives involve any new 
withdrawals of lands from uses authorized under 
the mining and mineral leasing laws; therefore, 
impacts under all alternatives would be 
insignificant. However, site-specific environmental 
analyses of individual mineral proposals would 
likely identify special operating stipulations for 
some mineral developments. In areas where 
development occurs, there would be a permanent 
loss of the extracted minerals to the area affected. 
These losses would be considered irreversible and 
irretrievable. 

An additional 26,417 acres of public land in the 
Saddle Mountains and Rock Creek Management 
Areas would have permanently restricted to 
designated roads and trails. There are an estimated 
57 miles of such roads and trails in these two 
areas. Since these ORV restrictions apply to 
mineral exploration vehicles, there would be some 
reduction in access. The 26,417 acres do remain 
open to mineral entry, and new roads or trails to 
mining claims, mineral leases, or common material 
sale sites would be permitted on a case-by-case 
basis. 

The impacts are expressed in terms of the effects 
on dependence on public forage, ranch property 
values, and local income and employment from 
grazing, timber, and construction of range 
improvements. As stated in the affected 
environment section, only the 16 lessees of 
allotments in the Improve category are included in 
the analysis. 
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It is assumed that land identified for disposal which 
is currently subject to a grazing lease would be 
used as rangeland regardless of ownership. The 
major potential impact to the operator would be the 
possible change in the lease rate. 

The alternatives would not significantly alter the 
impacts from energy and mineral development. 

IEffect of Dependence on 
Table 4-5 shows how: jyual forage requirements ofar 
lessees would be affected by the alternatives, The 
table shows the number of oaerators in each herd 
size class, classified by whether they would have a 
loss, no change, or a gain in public forage (forage 
from BLM administered in terms of their 
annual forage requirements. Also shown in the table 
is the average change in public forage as a percent 
of annual requirements. 

In the short-term, a loss of more than 10% of 
annual requirements would be experienced by five 

Table 4-5 Number of Lessees Affected by Change in Public Forage* 
Change in Forage as Percent Herd Size Group Herd Size Group 
of Annual Requirements 

Under Under 
400 999 Total 400 999 Total 

Production Alternative A 
Short-Term Long-Term 

Loss over 10.0% 3 2 5 2 
Loss under 10.0% 4 4 5 2 
No change
Gain under 10.0% 3 1 4 3 1 4 
Gain 10.0% to 19.9% 1 1 1 
Gain 20.0% or more 2 2 2 

Average Change + 2% 0% 2% + 3% 0% + 2% 

Proposed RMP Alternative 
Loss over 10.0% 4 4 
Loss under 10.0% 1 1 5 2 7 
No change 14 
Gain under 10.0% 1 1 1 1
Gain 10.0% to 19.9% 3 3 
Gain 20.0% or more 

Average Change -1 0% -1% -2% -1% 

Protection Alternative C 
Loss over 10.0% 8 6 
Loss under 10.0% 5 4 
No change 
Gain under 10.0% 3 3 
Gain 10.0% to 19.9% 
Gain 20.0% or more 

7 
5 

4 

Average Change -6% -7% -7% -6% -6% 

No Action Alternative D 
Loss over 10.0% 
Loss under 10.0% 1 1 1 1 
No change 13 14 13 13 
Gain under 10.0% I 1 2 2 
Gain 10.0% to 19.9% 
Gain 20.0% or more 

Average Change 0% -1% 0% 0% + 3% 1% 

*Change from active use. 
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lessees, and four lessees would have smaller 
losses under Alternative A. Under the Proposed 
RMP and Alternative D, a loss of less than 10% 
would be experienced by one lessee. Under 
Alternative C, a loss of more than 10% would be 
experienced by eight lessees, and five would have
smaller losses. 

Some lessees would experience gains in forage as
shown in Table 4-5. Others would not be affected by 
any alternative. 

In the long-term, a loss of more than 10% of annual 
requirements would be experienced by two lessees, 
and six would have smaller losses under Alternative 
A. Under the Proposed  a loss of more than 
10% would be experienced by four lessees, and 
seven would have smaller losses. Under Alternative 
C, a loss of more than 10% would be experienced 
by seven, and five would have smaller losses. 

Under Alternative D, one lessee would experience a 
loss of less than 10%. 

Effect on Ranch Property
Values 
Table 4-6 shows the effect on ranch property
values. Under Alternative A, eight lessees would
have a short-term gain in ranch value, and eight 
would have a short-term loss in ranch value. In the 
short-term, under the Proposed RMP and 
Alternative D, ranch values would not be affected. 
Under Alternative C, two lessees would have a gain
in ranch property value, and 14 would have the 
value of their property reduced. In the long-term, 
there would be a gain in ranch value for eight 
lessees and a loss in ranch value for eight lessees 
under Alternative A. Six lessees would have a gain 
in ranch property value, and 10 would have the 

Table 4-6 Number of Lessees with Loss or Gain in Ranch Value* 
Herd Group Herd Group 

Under 
400 999 Total 

Under 400­
400 999 Total 

Production Alternative A 

Total Losses ($000) 

Total Gains ($000) 

-42 
6 2 

8 
-50 
8 

7 
-33 13 
6 2 

8 

8 

Net 

Proposed RMP Alternative B 

Total Losses ($000) 

Total Gains ($000) 

. -63 -20 
4 2 

-83 
4 

-33 

Protection Alternative C 

Total Losses ($000) 

Total Gains ($000) 

-133 
2 

t14 

-64 -197 
2 

t14 

3 
-125 -56 

3 

-16 

13 
-181 

3 

t16 
-183 -109 -56 -165 

No Action Alternative D 
Lessees Losses 

Total Losses ($000)
Lessees

Total Gains ($000) 

. 

.

1 
-12 

t54 

1 
-12 

t54 

*Change calculated at $60 per AUM active preference. No changes in ranch would occur under the Preferred or No Action Alternatives in the 
short-term. 

91 



value of their property reduced in the long-term 
under the Proposed Three lessees would 
have a gain in ranch value, and 13 lessees would 
have the value of their property reduced under 
Alternative C. Under Alternative D, one lessee 
would have a gain in ranch property value in the 
long-term, and one lessee would have the value of 
the property reduced. 

Effects of Changes in
Public Forage Use on
Income and Employment
The effects of the income 
and employment are shown in Table 4-7. The 
changes in local personal income and jobs were 
estimated from changes in livestock sales, which 
were assumed to vary proportionately with changes 
in These changes may be overestimated if 
the lessees in the RMP area are not able to utilize 
the forage on public lands during the period it is 
offered. 

In the short-term under the Proposed RMP and 
Alternatives C and D, local personal income and 
employment would be reduced. Under Alternative 
A, local personal income and employment would be 
increased, assuming that all authorized use was 
utilized. 

In the long-term, local personal income and 
employment would be increased under Alternatives 
A and D and reduced under the Proposed RMP 
Alternative C. The construction of range 
improvements would generate local income and 
employment in the short-term. 

Effects of Timber Harvest 
Effects of changes in the annual timber sales 

volume for each alternative on local personal 
income and employment are shown in Table 4% 

In determining the effect of changes in timber 
harvest, the annual timber sales volume for each 
alternative was subtracted from the 1979-83 average 
timber harvest. It should be noted that these annual 
timber sale volumes are estimates based on 
proposed land use allocations (see Footnote 8 on 
Table 4-2). 

Under Alternative A, there would be a gain of 
$189,300 in local personal income and gain of 
seven jobs from the historical average. Under the 
Proposed there would be a gain of $152,400 
in local personal income and an increase of six 
jobs. Under Alternative C, the losses in local 
personal income and employment would amount to 
$18,700 and one job. The gains under Alternative D 
would amount to $157,700 and 6 jobs. 

Favorable prospects for mineral production exist as 
described in Chapter 2, but available information is 
inadequate to permit their quantification. 

Conclusion 
The effects on local personal income and 
employment are summarized in Table 4% In the 

long-term, local personal income and 
employment would increase under Alternatives A, 
and D. Under Alternative C, income and 
employment would decrease. 

In the short-term, there would be a net increase in 
ranch value under Alternative A, a net decrease in 
ranch value under Alternative C, and no change 
under Alternatives B and D. 

In the long-term, there would be a net increase in 
ranch value under Alternatives A and D and a net 
decrease in ranch value under Alternatives B and C. 

Table 4-7 Effects on Local Personal Income and Employment (Short-term/Long-term 
Changes in Thousands of 1982 Dollars and in Jobs) 

Change in Change in Change in Change in
Activity Personal Income No. Jobs Personal Income No. Jobs 

Production Alternative A Proposed RMP Alternative B 
Public Forage 010 010 
Construction of 

Range Improvements1 + 36.610 + + 24.810 
Timber Harvest* + 189.3 + 152.4 
Total Change + 201.4 + 

Protection Alternative C No Action Alternative D 
Public Forage -l/-l 7.7 o/o
Construction of 

Range Improvements1 + 20.410 + 010 
Timber Harvest* + 157.7 
Total Change + 165.4 
‘Construction effects are distributed as average annual amounts over an assumed lo-year construction period. No long-term impacts due to construction are expected, 
*These figures are displayed for illustration only. 
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Phacelia 
Sticky Phacelia is an endemic of the Columbia river 
which occurs on BLM lands in Douglas county. It 
grows in crevices on basalt cliffs. It is a Federal 
Candidate for listing as threatened or endangered. 
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This Resource Management Plan (RMP) was 
prepared by an interdisciplinary team of specialists 
from the Spokane District Office. Writing of the 
RMP began in May 1984; however, a complex 
process that began in May 1983 preceded the 
writing phase. This process included resource 
inventory, public participation, interagency 
coordination, and preparation of a management 
situation analysis (on file at the Spokane District 
Office). Consultation and coordination with 
agencies, organizations, and individuals occurred in 
a variety of ways throughout the planning process. 

On July 1983, a notice was published in the Federal 
Register and local news media to announce the 
formal start of the RMP planning process. At that 
time a planning report was sent to the public to 
request further definition of major issues within the 
planning area. It also provided an opportunity to 
comment on proposed criteria for the formulation of 
alternatives. 

On April 27, 1984, a notice of document availability 
was published in the Federal Register and 
subsequently in the local news media for the 
“Spokane Resource Management Plan Proposed 
Land Use Alternatives” brochure. This document 
provided an outline of proposed alternatives, listed 
major issues, and revised planning criteria. Three 
alternatives portrayed various resource programs 
showing an arrangement from emphasis on 
production of commodities to emphasis on 
enhancement of natural values with a middle 
ground alternative attempting to establish a point 
between the two. The fourth (No Action) alternative 
portrays the existing situation. On October 1, 1984, 
a Federal Register notice announced availability of 
the Draft Spokane Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement and provided the 
addresses for obtaining copies and for submitting 
written comments. The Draft stated that the public 
comment period would begin October 1 and end on 
December 31, 1984. No public meetings were 
scheduled during the comment period. However, 
the Spokane District personnel did meet with four 
different groups at their request to clarify partisan 
concerns with the 

Prior to approval of the proposed RMP, the State 
Director will submit the plan to the Governor of 
Washington and identify any known inconsistencies 
with state or local plans, policies, or programs. The 
Governor will have 80 days in which to identify 
inconsistencies and provide recommendations in 
writing to the State Director. The consistency of the 
plan with the resource related plans, programs, and 

policies of other federal agencies, state and local 
government, and Indian tribes will be reevaluated in 
the future as part of the formal monitoring and 
periodic evaluations of the plan. 

and Protest 
Persons wishing to make comments for the District 
Manager’s consideration in the development of the 
decision should submit comments by September 
1985, to the District Manager, Spokane District 
Office. The plan decisions will be based on the 
analysis contained in the EIS, additional data 
available, public opinion, management feasibility, 
policy, and legal constraints.Any person who 
participated in the planning process and has an 
interest that is or may be adversely affected by 
approval of the proposed RMP may file a written
protest with the Director of the BLM within 30 days 
of the date the EPA publishes the of receipt 
of the proposed RMP and final EIS in the Federal 
Register. Protests should be sent to the Director, 
Bureau of Land Management, 18th and C Streets 
NW, Washington D.C. 20240 by September 15, 1985. 
The protest shall contain the name, mailing 
address, telephone number, and interest of the 
person filing the protest; a statement of the issues 
being protested (raising only those issues that were 
submitted for the record during the planning 
process); a statement of the parts of the plan being 
protested; copies of all documents addressing the 
issues submitted during the planning process by 
the party, or an indication of the date the issues 
were discussed for the record; and a concise 
statement explaining why the State Director’s 
decision is believed to be wrong. 

The Director shall render a prompt written decision 
on the protest, setting forth the reasons for the 
decision. The decision shall be sent to the 
protesting party by certified mail and shall be the 
final decision of the Department of the Interior. 

Spokane District
The Bureau’s Spokane District Advisory Council 
participated in a review of the preliminary draft of 
the Preferred Alternative and scoping analysis. 
Their review and subsequent feedback was helpful 
in formulation of the Preferred Alternative. The 
Advisory Council also reviewed the Draft 
and provided comments on the adequacy of the 
document. 
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Organizations Consulted
The P team consulted with and/or received input 
from the following organizations during the 
development of the 

Federal Agencies
U.S. Forest Service 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
U.S. Soil Conservation Services 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

State and Local 
Governments 
Washington State Department of Game 
Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
Grant County Commissioners 
Franklin County Planning Department 

The following is a list of 
officials, agencies, and
organizations to whom
copies of th
have been sent: 

1. Governmental Agencies 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Department of Energy 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. National Park Service 
U.S. Forest Service 
U.S. Soil Conservation Service 
U.S. Bureau of Mines 
U.S. Geological Survey 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
U.S. Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
 

Service
 

Office of the Governor 
Office of the Secretary of State Washington 
State Library Washington 
State Conservation Commission 

Washington State Superintendant of Public 
Instruction 

Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
Washington State Parks and Recreation 

Commission 
Washington State Treasurer 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
Washington State Department of Agriculture 
Washington State Department of Game 
Washington State Department of Fisheries 
Washington State Farm Bureau 
Washington State Division of Geology and Earth 

Resources 
Washington State Department of Transportation 
Washington State Commissioner of Public Lands 

Following is a list of the Planning Departments 
and/or County Commissioners: 

Adams County Kittitas County 
Asotin County Klickitat County 

County Lewis County 
Chelan County Lincoln County 
Columbia County Okanogan County 
Douglas County Pend Oreille County 
Ferry County Spokane County 
Franklin County Stevens County 
Garfield County Walla Walla  County 
Grant County Whitman County 

U.S. Senator Daniel Evans 
U.S. Senator Slade Gorton 
U.S. Representative Thomas Foley 
U.S. Representative Sid Morrison 
U.S. Representative  B. Swift 

U.S. Representative Norman 0. 
U.S. Representative Don L. Bonker 

State Legislature 
Senator Alex Deccio 
Senator Frank Hansen 
Senator George Sellar 
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Canadian Agencies 
Ministry of Lands, Parks and Housing, British 

Columbia 
International Boundary Commission Canadian 

Groups and Organizations 
ASARCO 
Ace of Clubs 
Ahtanum-Moxes Conservation District 
Apollo Exploration Inc. 
Association of N.W. Steelheaders 

North Central Washington Audubon Society 
Audubon Society 

Blue Mountain Audubon Society 
Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society 
North Cascades Audubon Society 
Spokane Audubon Society 
Yakima Valley Audubon Society 

Burlington Northern Timber Lands Inc. 
Backcountry Horsemen of Washington 
Colorkum Livestock Association 
Cascade 4 x 4’s 
Cascade Tall Inc. 
Caveman 4 Wheelers 
Columbia Basin Sand Commandos 
Columbia Basin Rock Hound Club 
Columbia Basin Fisheries Alliance 
Mountaineers 
Desert Rats 
Entiat Stockmen’s Association 
Eastern Oregon Mining Association 
Eastern Washington State Historical Society 
Eastern Washington State University 
Ephrata Sportsmen Association 
Federation of Outdoor Clubs 
Friends of the Earth 
Frontier Mining and Oil Corporation 
Geothermal Resources Council 
Half-Fast Motorcycle Club 
Hill and Gully Motorcycle Club 
Inter-Mountain Alpine Club 
League of Women Voters 
Mid-Columbia Archaeological Society 
National Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Nature Conservancy 
Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association 
Northwest Federation of Mineralogical Societies 
Northwest Mineral Prospectors Club 
Northwest Mining Association 
Northwest Petroleum Association 
Northwest Pine 

Drive Association 
Pacific N.W. Trail Association 
Sierra Club, Spokane 
Society for Range Management 
Spokane Action Committee, Wash. Env. Council 
Spokane Mountaineers 

Stump Jumpers, Motorcycles Club 
Timber Line 4 Wheelers 
Tri-City Peak Putters 
U and I, Inc. 

Section Wildlife Management Institute 
Wilderness Society 
Wahluke Slope Businessmen’s Association 
Washington Beef Commission 
Washington Cattlemen’s Association 
Washington Environmental Council 
Washington Natural Heritage Program 
Washington Wilderness Coalition 
Washington Rockhound 
Western Oil and Gas Association 
Whatever 4 Wheelers 

In addition to these officials, agencies, and 
organizations, this has been sent to 831 
individuals who have expressed an interest in the 
use and management of the BLM administered land 
in eastern Washington. 

Copies of this (Final) will be available for 
public inspection at the following BLM offices and 
local libraries. 

BLM Washington D.C. Office of Public Affairs 
BLM Oregon State Office, Public Affairs Staff 
BLM Spokane District Office 
BLM Wenatchee Resource Area Office 
Spokane Public Library 
Wenatchee Public Library
 
Pasco Public Library
 

Public Library
 
Walla Walla  Public Library
 
Okanogan Public Library
 

Comment Analysis
The comment letters received concerning the Draft 

are reprinted in the following section. 
Changes or additions to the draft arising from 
public comments are incorporated in the 
appropriate section, chapter, appendix, or map of 
this Proposed RMP and Final EIS. Several 
reviewers made various resource management 
recommendations. These recommendations, as well 
as all public input, will be considered in the 
development of subsequent site-specific or program 
specific activity plans, such as the Management 
Plan for the Juniper Dunes Wilderness Area or 
annual Timber Sale Plan. 

The letters which were received have been 
reproduced in this document with each substantive 
comment identified and numbered. BLM responses 
immediately follow each of the letters. Comments 
which expressed a preference for a particular 
alternative or emphasis of a particular program 
were considered by management while preparing 
the Proposed Plan. 
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