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Guiding Framework for Off-Highway Vehicle Management on the Mt. Hood National Forest

Preamble

Roads constructed to support decades of timber harvesting on the Mt. Hood National Forest (the Forest)

has created an extensive legacy road system, which spans approximately 3,383 miles. Maintaining this vast
road system has largely been funded by Congressional appropriations for timber sales. However, as timber
harvesting has been reduced from 370 million board feet in 1990 to about 25 million board feet today,

road maintenance funding has dramatically reduced as well. While reduced timber traffic has reduced
maintenance needs, the maintenance needs associated with recreation and weather have not decreased. With
the continued deterioration of the Forest’s transportation system coupled with greatly diminished finances,
we have been forced to make tough administrative decisions to reduce maintenance needs.

In order to better manage the Forest’s transportation system, we have embarked on several planning
processes that address travel and access management. This project — aimed specifically at managing off-
highway vehicles (OHVs) - is just one of these planning processes. We have also embarked on an aquatic
restoration planning process, in which we will review approximately 20 percent of the existing road

system each year to identify roads to decommission or close. Also, the Forestwide Roads Analysis (2003),
which assessed the environmental risks, access needs, and costs of roads, will inform all decisions related
to achieving a minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel and for managing the Forest

lands (FSH 7709.55, Chpt 20 (January 8, 2009)). In the end, these efforts, along with future efforts, will
systematically lead us to achieving our end goal of having a manageable, responsible transportation system.

This project focuses on OHV management across the Forest with the goal of designating roads, trails and

areas for OHV use by class of OHV and time of year. We developed the following principles to guide the
project and achieve this goal.

Guiding Principles
o The Forest will designate an OHV system that will set the stage for future access management decisions.

o The Forest recognizes that honoring relationships with other government agencies is a vital condition for
the long-term success of managing OHV recreation on the Forest.

e The OHV system designated should reflect that the Mt. Hood National Forest is not a key OHV recreation
destination in the Pacific Northwest.

o The safety of all visitors to the Forest, including motorized and non-motorized recreationalists, is an
important consideration in designating OHV roads, trails and areas.
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Abstract

The purpose of this project is to designate roads, trails and areas for Off-highway Vehicles (OHV) use

by class of OHV and time of year. The Mt. Hood National Forest (Forest) is proposing to designate and
construct OHV routes on the Forest to provide motorized recreation opportunities. Also, the Forest proposes
a Forest Plan Amendment to change the current management direction in the Mt. Hood Land and Resource
Management Plan to comply with 36 CFR Parts 212, 251, 261, and 295 - Travel Management; Designated
Routes and Areas for Motor Vehicle Use; Final Rule [Federal Register Vol. 70, No. 216 (2005)] (Final Travel
Management Rule). Although the Final Travel Management Rule addresses all motor vehicle access and
travel management, this project focuses on OHV use on the Forest. The Scope of the Project Section of
Chapter 1 explains how the Forest is complying with all components of the Final Travel Management Rule.

The Mt. Hood National Forest OHV Management Plan strives to balance recreation opportunities for

OHYV use with other recreational uses of the National Forest and resource sustainability. The Final Travel
Management Rule states that the US Forest Service “must strike an appropriate balance in managing all types
of recreational activities. To this end, a designated system of roads, trails, and areas for motor vehicle use
established with public involvement will enhance public enjoyment of National Forests while maintaining
other important values and uses of NFS [National Forest Systems] lands” (page 68265).

Four alternatives were developed: Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative; Alternative 2 — Proposed Action;
Alternative 3; and Alternative 4.

The No Action Alternative represents the current conditions. Based on direction in the Forest Plan, the
implied policy on the Forest is “open unless posted closed.” Overall, this alternative allows OHV use on
2,463 miles of roads, 49 miles of motorized trails, and 394,886 acres of forestland. The Proposed Action
(Alternative 2), Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 would change OHV access through much of the Forest by
designated roads, trails and areas The Proposed Action focuses on travel management within six locations,
and allows OHV use on 124 miles of road and 97 miles of trail. Alternative 3 focuses on travel management
within eight locations, and allows OHV use on 223 miles of roads and 102 miles of trails. Alternative 4
focuses on travel management within three locations, and allows OHV use on 59 miles of roads and 40 miles
of trails. All of the action alternatives include a Forest Plan Amendment, which would limit OHV use to
designated routes, prohibit cross-country travel, replace the enforcement tool to the Motor Vehicle Use Map
(MVUM), and remove the requirement to post areas or roads as closed.

Implementing any of the action alternatives would comply with the Final Travel Management Rule. All
the action alternatives provide motorized recreation opportunities across the Forest and balance this use
with non-motorized recreation opportunities. After a decision is made, all cross-country OHV travel and
associated resource damage would be eliminated.

The Preferred Alternatives for this project are Alternatives 3 and 4. These alternatives best respond to the
public comments received during the scoping period.
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1.0. Purpose and Need for Action

1.1. Document Structure

The US Forest Service has prepared this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant federal and state laws and regulations. This EIS discloses the
direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts that would result from the proposed action and alternatives.
The document is organized into four parts:

e  Chapter 1: Introduction - This chapter includes information on the history of the project proposal, the purpose
of and need for the project, and the agency’s proposal for achieving that purpose and need. This section also
details how the Mt. Hood National Forest informed the public of the proposal and how the public responded.

e  Chapter 2: Comparison of Alternatives, including the Proposed Action - This chapter provides a more detailed
description of the agency’s proposed action as well as alternative methods for achieving the stated purpose. These
alternatives were developed based on significant issues raised by the public and other agencies. This discussion
also includes project design criteria. Finally, this section provides a summary table of the environmental conse-
quences associated with each alternative.

e Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences — This chapter describes the environmental
effects of implementing the proposed action and other alternatives. This analysis is organized by resource area.
Within each section, the affected environment is described first, followed by the effects of the No Action Alterna-
tive that provides a baseline for evaluation and comparison of the other alternatives that follow.

e Chapter 4: Agencies and Persons Consulted - This chapter provides a list of preparers and agencies consulted
during the development of the environmental analysis.

e Appendices - The appendices provide more detailed information to support the analyses presented in the EIS.

Additional documentation, including more detailed analyses of project area resources, may be found in the project
record located at the Mt. Hood National Forest Headquarters Office in Sandy, Oregon.

1.2. Background

Recreation is an important value and use of Mt. Hood National Forest (the Forest). Off-highway vehicle (OHV)!
riders and non-motorized recreation visitors share an interest in enjoying outdoor recreation in a natural
environment. OHV recreation is a legitimate activity on National Forest System lands; however, unmanaged and
inappropriate OHV use is a potential threat to ecosystem sustainability.

The current OHV use policy for the Forest was developed during land management planning in the 1980s. The
current policy allows OHV's to venture off roads and trails in areas that have not been specifically closed to off-road
use. Additionally, current state law allows OHV's to operate on any road open to the public which is not paved. (For
more information on current Oregon State Laws regarding Off-Road Vehicles; Snowmobiles; All-Terrain Vehicles go
to: http://www.oregon.gov/OPRD/ATV/links.shtml). Many gravel and native surface roads on the Forest meet these
criteria and thus are open to OHV travel. Since these policies were established, there has been rapid growth in the
popularity and use of OHVs. There has also been a trend toward closing private lands adjacent to the Forest to OHV
use. These two trends have resulted in significantly increased use of the Forest by OHV’s.

The designation of OHV roads, trails, and areas (OHV systems) would enhance management of the Forest; sustain
natural resource values through more effective management of OHV use; enhance opportunities for motorized
recreation experiences; and preserve areas of opportunity for non-motorized travel and experiences. This EIS

1 Off-highway vehicle (OHV) is defined as: “Any motor vehicle designed for or capable of cross country travel on or immediately over land, water, sand, snow,
ice, ash, swampland, or other natural terrain” [Federal Register Vol. 70, No. 216 (2005), p. 68288]. OHV is also referred to as an all-terrain vehicle (ATV).
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discloses the effects of establishing and designating a system of roads, trails and areas for OHV use, not including
over-snow vehicles. Designations are made by class of OHV and by time of year. The decisions resulting from the
final EIS will be used to prepare a Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM) for the Forest, which is expected to be published
in 2010.

The Final Travel Management Rule only allows motor vehicles on designated roads, trails and areas, and directs

that routes be designated on a MVUM. The MVUM would display the roads, trails and areas designated for motor
vehicle use (licensed and non-licensed vehicles) by vehicle class and, if appropriate, time of year. The map would be
standardized nationally to facilitate user compliance and reduce variation between National Forests. It is a single
purpose map necessary for the enforcement of the prohibition. The map would be produced in accordance with the
Forest Service “Motor Vehicle Use Map Production Guide” (originally published June 2006; recently published April
2009). Based on Regional Direction, the MVUM “is to be updated and published annually. The initial publication
should be as soon as practical after making Forest travel management decisions. Updated motor vehicle use maps
shall be published annually in January” (R6 Guidelines, 9/6/2006). When the maps are updated each year, changes to
the designated OHV routes or Forest Road system would be incorporated. Prior to publishing any changes, the routes
or roads would have to be changed through a NEPA decision or Forest Order.

1.3. Scope of the Project

The scope of the project is to designate which roads, trails and areas on the Forest that would be used by OHVs. The
resulting Record of Decision will designate roads, trails and areas open to OHV use (by vehicle class and time of
year), and these designated roads, trails, and areas will be displayed on the MVUM. The other components of the
Final Travel Management Rule are addressed through other decision processes as described below.

The project is being undertaken within the context of the Final Travel Management Rule (36 CFR Parts 212, 251, 261,
and 295 - Travel Management; Designated Routes and Areas for Motor Vehicle Use; Final Rule [Federal Register Vol.
70, No. 216 (2005)]). The purpose of the Final Travel Management Rule is to provide for: “a system of National Forest
System roads, National Forest System trails, and areas on National Forest System lands that are designated for motor
vehicle use. After these roads, trails, and areas are designated, motor vehicle use, including the class of OHV and time
of year, not in accordance with these designations is prohibited by 36 CFR 261.13. Motor vehicle use off designated
roads and trails and outside designated areas is prohibited by 36 CFR 261.13” (Subpart B, §212.50(a), page 68289).

The Final Travel Management rule states that, in providing for a system of National Forest System roads, trails

and areas for motor vehicle use that: “The responsible official may incorporate previous administrative decisions
regarding travel management made under other authorities, including designations and prohibitions of motor vehicle
use, in designating National Forest System roads, National Forest System trails, and areas on National Forest System
lands for motor vehicle use under this subpart” (Subpart B, §212.50(b), page 68289). The designations described
above include motor vehicle access, OHV use, motor vehicle use for dispersed camping, and motor vehicle use for
game retrieval. Subpart C of the Final Travel Management Rule provides regulations of use by over-snow vehicles on
National Forest System roads, trails and areas (Subpart C, §212.80, page 68290).

The following sections describe how the Forest has addressed each component of the Final Travel Management Rule.
The sections include: motor vehicle access, motor vehicle use for dispersed camping, motor vehicle use for game
retrieval, use by over-snow vehicles, and use by off-highway vehicles on National Forest System roads, trails, and
lands.

Licensed Motor Vehicle Access

This project and the resulting decision will not change the access for licensed motor vehicles on open roads
throughout the Forest. The responsible official will designate all existing administrative decisions regarding
designations and prohibitions of licensed motor vehicle use on National Forest System roads on the MVUM as
permitted by the Final Travel Management Rule in Subpart B, §212.50(b) (page 68289). The existing administrative
decisions include all existing NEPA decisions regarding roads management, including closing (year round or
seasonal), decommissioning, storm proofing, and upgrading roads as well as all administrative decisions pursuant to
26 CFR 212.50(b) and Forest Service Manual 7715.
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Future NEPA decisions regarding the road system will be designated on the MVUM during the annual map

update process. Currently, the Forest is reviewing select watersheds to identify roads to decommission or close for
restoration purposes. The Forest plans to review approximately 20 percent of the existing road system each year. In
2009, the Forest completed the planning for the Clackamas Road Decommissioning for Habitat Restoration Project
and the Forestwide Road Decommissioning for Aquatic Restoration Project. In fiscal year 2010, the Forest plans to
make another decision regarding road decommissioning for terrestrial and aquatic restoration on the Clackamas and
Zigzag Ranger Districts. In addition, site-specific projects include some road management decisions, as appropriate.
Such projects include North Fork Mill Creek Restoration Opportunities on the Hood River Ranger District and 2007
Plantation Thinning on the Clackamas River Ranger District.

Since all of the decisions have or will be made through the NEPA process, designating these decisions comply with
the criteria for designating roads, trails and areas as outlined in Final Travel Management Rule in Subpart B, §212.55
(a) through (e) (page 68289-68290).

Motor Vehicle Use for Dispersed Camping

The Final Travel Management Rule, Subpart B, §212.51(b) states: “In designating routes, the responsible official may
include in the designation the limited use of motor vehicles within a specified distance of certain designated routes,
and if appropriate within specified time periods, solely for the purposes of dispersed camping . . ” (page 68289). The
responsible official will designate on the MVUM all existing motor vehicle access to dispersed camping based on the
analysis and decision made in the Mt. Hood Land and Resource Management Plan [Forest Plan], and corresponding
Record of Decision (1990). As such, no changes will be made at this time to motor vehicle access to dispersed camping.

The existing use of road corridors for motor vehicle access to dispersed camping will be designated on the MVUM.
Motor vehicle access for dispersed camping will not be allowed in areas where motor vehicle travel is prohibited in
the Forest Plan and in areas prohibited by existing Forest Orders. For example, no motor vehicle access to dispersed
camping will be permitted in designated wilderness areas, unroaded recreation areas, inventoried roadless areas,
municipal watersheds, or wild and scenic river corridors. Motor vehicle access to dispersed camping will be restricted
to licensed vehicles only; OHV use will be prohibited. Also, motor vehicle access to dispersed camping only will

be permitted from National Forest System roads; motor vehicle access to dispersed camping will not be permitted
from user-created roads or trails, old skid trails, or any other road that is not designated as an official National Forest
System road.

Since the Forest Plan was completed through the NEPA process, this decision complies with the criteria for
designating roads, trails and areas as outlined in Final Travel Management Rule in Subpart B, §212.55 (a) through (e)
(page 68289-68290).

Motor Vehicle Use for Game Retrieval

The Final Travel Management Rule, Subpart B, §212.51(b) states: “In designating routes, the responsible official may
include in the designation the limited use of motor vehicles within a specified distance of certain designated routes,
and if appropriate within specified time periods, solely for the purposes of . . . retrieval of a downed big game animal
by an individual who has legally taken that animal” (page 68289). The Regional Forester has reserved the authority
for decisions to designate the use of motor vehicles, including OHVs, within a specific distance of designated routes
for the purposes of big game retrieval (R6 Guidelines, 9/6/2006). To date, no off-road motor vehicle travel to retrieve
big game has been authorized by the Regional Forester.

Use by Over-snow Vehicles

The Final Travel Management Rule, Subpart C, §212.80 provides regulations for the use of over-snow vehicles,
including establishing restrictions and prohibitions (page 68290). At this time, there are no proposed changes to
the management of over-snow vehicles on the Forest. Over-snow vehicles trails have been previously analyzed and
designated on a map provided to the public by the Forest each year.

For the reasons stated above, this project does not include roads management, motorized access to dispersed
camping, large game retrieval or over-snow vehicles. This project does not include changes to the motorized access
for dispersed camping, large game retrieval, or access for over-snow vehicles. Also, this project does not change
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access by licensed motor vehicles, except indirectly where existing roads would be decommissioned or converted to
motorized trails for OHVs. Previous designations and prohibitions regarding motor vehicle access in the Mt. Hood
National Forest, including those related to licensed motor vehicles, over-snow vehicles, motorized access to dispersed
camping and seasonal road closures that are not explicitly changed or modified by this project will remain in place
and will be designated on the MVUM until changed by future analysis and NEPA decisions. After this project is
implemented, the Forest will be in full compliance of the Final Travel Management Rule for all motor vehicles.

1.4. Purpose of and Need for Action

The purpose of this project is to designate roads, trails and areas for OHV use by class of OHV and time of year.

By meeting this purpose, OHV use on the Forest would comply with 36 CER Parts 212, 251, 261, and 295 - Travel
Management; Designated Routes and Areas for Motor Vehicle Use; Final Rule [Federal Register Vol. 70, No. 216
(2005)]. The Final Rule states that the US Forest Service “must strike an appropriate balance in managing all types

of recreational activities. To this end, a designated system of roads, trails, and areas for motor vehicle use established
with public involvement will enhance public enjoyment of National Forests while maintaining other important values
and uses of NFS [National Forest Systems] lands” (page 68265).

In order for OHV use on the Forest to comply with the Final Travel Management Rule, there is the underlying need
for:

e  Designating and/or constructing OHV roads, trails, and areas (as appropriate) on Mt. Hood National Forest to
provide recreation opportunities;

e  Changing the current management direction in the Mt. Hood Land and Resource Management Plan to comply
with the Final Travel Management Rule by designating roads, trails, and areas; and,

e  Balancing recreation opportunities for OHV use with other recreational uses of the National Forest and natural
resources as directed by the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.

Desired Future Condition

More than four million people visit the Forest each year, many of whom come from the Portland/Vancouver
metropolitan area only 20 miles west of the Forest. Since the Forest provides wildland recreation to an urban
population, the Forest’s recreational niche is strongly influenced by its local, urban visitors; and therefore, strives to
provide diverse recreation opportunities (US Forest Service 2006). Currently, there are substantial OHV recreation
opportunities on established roads and trails (as well as off-road opportunities) in the vast, undeveloped forest area
outside of wilderness, major highway corridors and significant rivers and lakes.

In 2007, the Forest (with public input) developed a recreation niche statement that characterizes the distinct role the
Forest plays in providing outdoor recreation opportunities, experiences, and benefits. The niche allows managers

to focus management efforts on what is unique and valuable about the Forest. The niche is, in part, determined

by public expectations (demand) and by the ecological land base. Public participants described and mapped their
preferred recreation activities and where they recreate. The niche statement follows:

A Mountain of Possibilities - Mt. Hood is an Oregon icon, exemplifying the connection between community
and place. With its many historic and cultural threads, the mountain is woven into the economic and social
fabric of people and communities in and around the Forest. Through collaboration, Mt. Hood National Forest
staff fosters citizen stewards who contribute their talents toward the betterment of the forest or who share their
outdoor skills with others. Sustainable partnerships increase the Forest’s contribution to quality of life and sense
of place. More than four million people come to the Forest each year for play, exercise, learning, connection

to nature, and spiritual renewal. Visitors appreciate the variety of year around, easily-accessible recreation
activities; many consider it their “back yard” They value the landscape tapestry that provides great trails

and opportunities for solitude. Others may only see the mountain from afar, but their lives are enriched by its
intrinsic values (US Forest Service 2006).
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Based on the public’s input and NVUM data (see Section 3.1.1.), the Forest concluded that the area currently
available for OHV recreation is disproportionate to current use and need. This disparity is compounded by the
documented incompatibility of OHV and “quiet” recreation uses (Moore 1994). Therefore, the Forest’s recreation
niche, encapsulated above, captures the Forest’s desire to offer only a moderate opportunity for OHV recreation in
the future. The Forest is not striving to be known as a major provider of OHV recreation, or major OHV destination,
even for the Portland/Vancouver Metropolitan area.

Achieving the desired balance between OHV opportunities and other recreation pursuits will be a delicate balancing
act. To successfully protect lands and resources, while providing opportunities for the safe use and enjoyment of
OHVs on designated roads, trails and areas, the Forest must manage OHV use in partnership with other government
agencies, communities, and interest groups. Offering too few OHYV route systems, or routes of inferior challenge

and quality, could jeopardize the trust relationship that the Forest needs to earn and maintain with OHV interests.
Offering route systems that rival or exceed (in length or level of challenge) those offered by the State’s premier

OHYV destinations (for example, the Tillamook State Forest OHV Area or East Fort Rock); however, would not be
consistent with the Forest’s desired future condition. Therefore, the proposed action and the action alternatives were
each designed using the following goals: (1) to provide a set of connected OHV routes, each robust enough to interest
and challenge beginning and intermediate OHV users; (2) to not exceed the challenge offered by better-known OHV
destinations available to the Portland/Vancouver OHV community; and, (3) to dedicate a majority of the Forest to
“quiet” recreation pursuits.

1.5. Proposed Action (Alternative 2)

The Proposed Action (Alternative 2) designates OHV roads and trails, and one small OHV area (approximately four
acres) within six proposed OHV locations (Appendix A, Map: Alternative 2 OHV Proposal Overview) listed below.
After the Record of Decision is signed for this project, the Final Travel Management Rule would require all OHV's to
remain on these designated routes and area, and no OHV cross-country travel® would be permitted.

McCubbins Gulch, Barlow Ranger District
Rock Creek, Barlow Ranger District
Gibson Prairie, Hood River Ranger District
Bear Creek, Hood River Ranger District
Peavine, Clackamas Ranger District

LaDee Flats, Clackamas Ranger District

All National Forest System roads and trails were considered for OHV access by the Forest Service and members of
the public during a two-year long dialogue with the public. The six locations that resulted from this dialogue provide
a balance between providing recreational opportunities and protecting natural resources as required by the Final
Travel Management Rule. Within each location, specific OHV roads, trails and areas are proposed by OHV class, and
new trails are proposed for construction where they would create trail loop opportunities.

The Proposed Action includes the following features:

e  Some roads identified in the Mt. Hood National Forest Roads Analysis (2003) as decision roads (i.e., not needed
for management purposes) would be converted to OHV trails and removed from the road system.
New OHYV trails would be constructed to connect existing roads and trails and to provide loop opportunities.
Approximately 13 miles of decision roads would be decommissioned (i.e., closed and removed from the Forest’s
transportation system). These roads would be decommissioned because designating nearby routes would cause
these roads to become a law enforcement or natural resource problem.

e  Mixed-use routes would be proposed in each location. Mixed-use routes allow OHV's and licensed motor ve-
hicles to use the same routes.

e  Classes of OHVs allowed would be designated for all routes.

e A day-use area within the Rock Creek OHV location would have restrictions on camp fires and overnight dis-
persed camping.

2 OHV cross-country travel is defined as an OHV leaving the designated road, trail or area.
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e A staging area would be identified within each of the six proposed OHV locations. The staging area would be a
day-use area that serves as a trailhead for motorized recreation. McCubbins Gulch Campground would continue
to be the staging area for this OHV system.

e  Project design criteria (PDC), including seasonal restrictions for some of the OHV routes and areas, would
reduce or eliminate potential impacts.

The following table summarizes the allowable OHV use under the Proposed Action.

Table 1-1. Allowable OHV use under the Proposed Action.

Trails (miles) Roads (miles) ,
Location Class of OHV* Existin Convert to Total Miles
. 9 New Construction . Mixed-Use by Area
Trails Trail
Bear Creek Class Il 0.0 39.1 0.0 0.0 39.1
Gibson Prairie Class | 4.0 4.3 1.8 5.1 15.2
LaDee Flats Class |, lland il 0.0 04 54 19.1
Class land Il 0.0 1.2 45 0.0 38.9
Class I 0.0 0.0 0.0 83
McCubbins Gulch Classland Il 32.0 0.0 47 8.8 50.6
Class Il 0.0 5.1 0.0 0.0
Peavine Class |, Il and Il 0.0 3.0 19.6 15.2 37.8
Rock Creek Classland Ill 2.1 6.2 14.6 16.7 39.6
Total Miles 38.1 59.3 50.6 73.2 221.2

*Class | OHV (Quads, 3-wheelers): OHVs 50 inches wide or less; dry weight of 800 pounds or less; has a saddle or seat; and travels on three or more tires.
Class I OHV (Jeeps, Sand rails, SUVs, etc.): OHVs wider than 50 inches; and dry weight more than 800 pounds.
Class Ill OHV (motorcycles): OHVs on two tires; and dry weight less than 800 pounds.

Also, a small OHV area is proposed in the LaDee Flats location. The area is located at the North Fork Quarry
(approximately four acres) located on Road 4610-120. The legal description is T4S, R6E, Section 19, NE %, SE Y.

The project would be implemented using a combination of appropriated funding, grant funding (i.e., Oregon Parks
and Recreation ATV Grant Program), and volunteer and partnership in-kind support. Currently, the Oregon Parks
and Recreation ATV Grant Program helps pay for operation and maintenance, law enforcement, emergency services,
land acquisition, leases, planning, development and safety education in Oregon’s OHV recreation areas. No new
construction would be completed until funding is secured. Funding for new trail construction would come from one
of the three sources listed above.

A Forest Plan Amendment would be required to bring the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan (Forest Plan) into consistency with the Final Travel Management Rule. To achieve this, the
amendment would limit OHV use to designated roads, trails and areas; prohibit cross-country travel by OHVs; close
existing off-road areas; and remove the requirement to post areas or roads as closed to OHV use. This would include
amending the following standards in the following land use allocations: A3-Research Natural Areas, A4-Special
Interest Area, A7-Special Old Growth, A9-Key Site Riparian, B1-Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers, B3-Roaded
Recreation, B5-Pileated Woodpecker/Pine Martin Habitat Area, B6-Special Emphasis Watershed, B11-Deer and Elk
Winter Range, and C1-Timber Emphasis.

1.6. Management Direction

This EIS process and documentation have been completed according to direction provided in the National Forest
Management Act (NFMA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality
regulations, Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, and Endangered Species Act. In addition, the EIS process and
documentation have been completed according to direction provided in the Wilderness Act, including the Omnibus
Public Land Management Act of 2009 (H. R. 146). All newly designated wilderness areas prohibit OHV use, and the
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Huxley Ridge trail will no longer be open for OHV use. Similar to the existing wilderness areas, “buffers” from other
management activities on adjacent lands are not required for newly designated wilderness areas [H.R. 146 Section
1202(£)(1)].

The EIS is tiered to the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan Final Environmental

Impact Statement (US Forest Service 1990a) and Record of Decision (US Forest Service 1990c) as well as the Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth
Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (US Forest Service and USDI BLM, 1994) (also
called the Northwest Forest Plan). This EIS also incorporates by reference the accompanying Land and Resource
Management Plan (US Forest Service 1990b) (also called the Forest Plan), as amended by the Northwest Forest

Plan. The Forest Plan guides all natural resource management activities and establishes management standards and
guidelines for the Forest. It describes resource management practices, levels of resource production and management,
and the availability and suitability of lands for resource management. The Northwest Forest Plan identifies land
allocations and management direction to respond to the underlying needs of managing substantial parts of these
forests for late-successional and old-growth conditions, for a predictable and long-term supply of timber. The project
is consistent with all applicable Federal, state and local laws.

Current management direction for travel management, including OHV travel, on the Forest is provided by the
Forest Plan Access and Travel Management Guide, Mt. Hood National Forest Roads Analysis, Executive Orders
11644 and 11989, Final Travel Management Rule (Federal Register, Vol. 70, pgs. 68264-68291), State of Oregon OHV
Classifications, and Forest Orders (prohibitions pursuant to 36 CFR part 261). More specific information for each
type of management direction is provided in the following sections. State of Oregon traffic laws for licensed and
unlicensed vehicles apply to traffic on Forest Service roads.

Mt. Hood National Forest Roads Policies

The Forest Plan Access and Travel Management Guide (Appendix C of Forest Plan) provides broad direction for
travel management of vehicles used for recreation specific to each management area and identified by vehicle type
and provides general Forest guidelines for preparation and implementation of travel management plans for the
purpose of assigning specific access management goals and objective to individual routes, trails and land areas. This
management direction was designed to comply with Forest Service Manual 2355 to provide a diversity of off-road
vehicle recreation opportunities when:

The use is compatible with established land and resource objectives;

The use is consistent with the capability and suitability of the resources;

The type of oft-road vehicle opportunity is an appropriate National Forest recreational activity; and,
There is demonstrated demand which cannot be satisfied elsewhere.

OHYV use was determined for roads, trails, and cross-country areas for each management area (see Appendix B).

In January 2001, the Forest Service issued interim administrative directives requiring that all road management
activities, including construction, reconstruction, or obliteration, must be preceded by a roads analysis that identifies
the need for a road and emphasizes a minimum road system. The Mt. Hood National Forest Roads Analysis (US
Forest Service 2003) addresses both the access benefits and ecological costs of road-associated effects, gives priority
to reconstructing and maintaining needed roads and decommissioning unneeded roads, or, where appropriate,
converting them to less costly and more environmentally beneficial other uses. This process is outlined in Forest
Service Manual 7700. Responsible officials are directed to use a Roads Analysis process to ensure that road
management decisions are based on identification and consideration of social and ecological effects. The objective

is to manage the Forest transportation system to provide user safety, convenience, and efficiency of operations in an
environmentally responsible manner and to achieve road related ecosystem restoration within the limits of current or
likely funding levels. This EIS incorporates by reference the Roads Analysis.

Forest Service National Travel Management Regulations

The issue of increasing OHV use on public lands, and its associated resource impact concerns and public conflicts,
has existed since the issuance of Executive Order 11644 in 1972 (Federal Register, Vol. 37, pg 2877), as amended by
Executive Order 11989 in 1977 (42 Federal Register, Vol. 42, pg 26959). The Executive Order states: “The widespread
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use of such vehicles on the public lands - often for legitimate purposes but also in frequent conflict with wise land
and resource management practices, environmental values, and other types of recreation activity — has demonstrated
the need for a unified Federal policy toward the use of such vehicles on the public lands” The purpose of this
Executive Order was “to establish policies and provide for procedures that will ensure that the use of off-road vehicles
on public lands will be controlled and directed so as to protect the resources of those lands, to promote the safety of
all users of those lands, and to minimize conflicts among the various uses of those lands”

Former Chief of the Forest Service, Dale Bosworth, also recognized unmanaged recreation, especially OHV use, as
one of “Four Key Threats Facing the Nation’s Forest and Grasslands” (US Forest Service June 2004). This recognition,
as well as past intentions to better manage motor vehicle use on public land, led to the development of the Travel
Management; Designated Routes and Areas for Motor Vehicle Use; Final Rule (Final Travel Management Rule) that
was released by the US Forest Service on November 9, 2005 (Federal Register, Vol. 70, pgs. 68264-68291). The new
travel management rule revised regulations 36 CFR parts 212, 251, 261, and 295 to require designation of roads,
trails, and areas for motor vehicle use on all national forests. The Final Rule provides a consistent framework for
administrative units (i.e., national forests) to designate roads, trails, and areas open to motor vehicle use, by class of
OHYV, and if appropriate, by time of year. The purpose of the rule is to “provide for a system of National Forest System
roads, National Forest System trails, and areas on National Forest System lands that are designated for motor vehicle
use. After these roads, trails, and areas are designated, including the class of OHV and time of year, motor vehicle use
not in accordance with these designations is prohibited by 36 CFR 261.12. Motor vehicle use off designated roads and
trials and outside designated areas is prohibited by 26 CFR 261.13” (70 FR 62289). The rule directed that designated
routes will be identified on a Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM). According to direction in the Forest Service Manual
(FSM 7711.3.5), the MVUM will display roads and trails according to the following seven categories to identify
permitted motor vehicle classes:

1. Roads Open to Highway Legal Motor Vehicles Only. These roads are open only to motor vehicles licensed under
state law for general operation on all public roads within the state.

2. Roads Open to All Motor Vehicles. These roads are open to all motor vehicles, including smaller off-highway
vehicles that may not be licensed for highway use, but not vehicles that are oversized or overweight under state
traffic law.

3. Trails Open to All Motor Vehicles, including both highway-legal and non-highway-legal vehicles.
4. Trails Open to Motor Vehicles 50 inches or Less in Width.

5. Trails Open to Wheeled Motor Vehicles 50 Inches or Less in Width.

6. Trails Open to Motorcycles Only. Sidecars are not permitted.

7. Special Vehicle Designation. This category includes any classes of vehicles that are not listed in the categories
other six categories listed above.

The Final Rule provides a framework for decisions which will improve opportunities for sustainable motorized
recreation, better protection of the environment, increased public safety, and ample high-quality access to National
Forest System lands.

State of Oregon OHV Classifications

The State of Oregon considers all vehicles intended for off-highway use to be all-terrain vehicles (ATVs). AT Vs are
broken into three classes and defined as follows:

Class I ATV (quads, 3-wheelers)
Vehicles 50-inches wide or less, and
e Dry weight of 800 pounds or less

e  Hasa saddle or seat

e  Travels on 3 or more tires
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Class I ATV (jeeps, sand rails, SUVs, etc)
e  Vehicles wider than 50 inches and
e  Dry weight more than 800 pounds

Class III ATV (motorcycles)
e  Vehicles on two tires
e  Dry weight less than 600 pounds

The State of Oregon defines an off-highway vehicle (OHV) as a “term used to describe all vehicles designed for oft-
highway travel and classified as one of the three classes of ATVs in Oregon.” The State regulates and licenses vehicles.
Because the recreating public is most familiar with State OHV classes, this EIS uses State terminology to describe the
permitted vehicles. To implement a decision resulting from this analysis; however, the State classes and combinations
of classes must be translated into the appropriate MVUM categories. Table 1-2 provides a crosswalk between the two
terminologies.

Table 1-2. Comparison of combinations of State OHV Classes identified in the Proposed Action
and alternatives to the Proposed Action with Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM) motor vehicle
categories required by the Forest Service Manual (FSM 7711.3.5).

Tl State OHV Class Corresponding MVUM Motor Vehicle
Combination Analyzed Class Category

Road Class | only Special Vehicle Designation

Road Class Il only Special Vehicle Designation

Road Class Ill only Special Vehicle Designation

Road Class I and lll only Special Vehicle Designation

Road Class |, lland IlI Roads Open to All Motor Vehicles

Trail Class | only Special Vehicle Designation

Trail Class Ill only Trails Open to Motorcycles Only

Trail Class | and Ill only Trails‘ Opgn to Wheeled Motor Vehicles 50 Inches or
Less in Width

Trail Class |, Il and Il Trails Open to All Motor\{ehicles, including both
highway-legal and non-highway legal vehicles.

Mt. Hood National Forest - Forest Orders

The Forest has closed specific roads, trails, and areas to motor vehicle travel, including OHV trail, using Forest
Orders. According to 36 CFR 261.50, a Forest Order may close an area to entry or may restrict the use of an area by
applying any or all of the prohibitions authorized, including closing or restricting the use of National Forest System
roads or trails. Table 1-3 includes a complete list of Forest Orders applicable to OHV use on the Forest, as of January
2009. Based on current regulations, the following areas are closed to oft-road travel: Old Maid Flat, Clear Lake,
Camas Prairie (March 1 to August 1), Ramsey Creek Parcel, Gibson Prairie, Gordon Creek Watershed, La Dee Flat,
Summit Meadow, Bull Run Watershed, and The Dalles Watershed. OHV use is prohibited on some gravel and native
surface roads, including the Barlow Road #3530. It is prohibited to operate any vehicle off National Forest System,
State or County roads in a manner that damages or unreasonably disturbs the land, wildlife or vegetative resources.
Forest Orders may be updated or changed at any time; a current list of Forest Orders is available at: http://www.fs.fed.
us/r6/mthood/leo/forest-orders/.

A decision to implement Alternative 2 (Proposed Action), Alternative 3 or Alternative 4 would replace the
management direction provided in the Forest Plan Access and Travel Management Guide (Appendix C of Forest
Plan) as well as any previous NEPA decisions allowing cross-country travel. Any NEPA decision prohibiting cross-
country travel would remain in place, unless specifically identified in the alternatives discussion contained in Chapter
2. Forest Orders would be amended and adjusted as necessary in the implementation phase.
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Land Use Allocations

The proposed OHV routes and one area for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are located in the following Forest Plan
Management Areas. The goals for each management area are provided below. Specific mileage within each
management area is provided in the alternative discussion in Chapter 2. No management area is “buffered” from use
on the adjacent lands.

Al - Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers — White River
Goal: The ultimate goal . . . is to protect and enhance the resource values for which the White River was designated
into the Wild and Scenic River system.

A3 - Research Natural Area
Goal: Preserve examples of natural ecosystem in an unmodified condition for research and education and to provide
areas to serve as a baseline against which human impacts on natural systems can be measured.

A4 - Special Interest Area

Goal: Protect and where appropriate, foster public recreational use and enjoyment of important historic, cultural,
and natural aspects of our national heritage. Preserve and provide interpretation of unique geological, biological, and
cultural areas for education, scientific, and public enjoyment purposes.

A6 - Semi-Primitive Roaded Recreation
Goal: Provide a variety of year-round dispersed motorized opportunities and opportunities for semi-primitive
recreational experiences.

A7 - Special Old Growth

Goal: Provide the many significant values of old growth forests for present and future generations. Maintain old
growth to provide for wildlife and plant habitat, ecosystem diversity, preservation of aesthetic qualities, and to
provide opportunities for a high degree of interaction between people and forests with old growth character.

A9 - Key Site Riparian Area

Goal: Maintain or enhance habitat and hydrologic conditions of selected riparian areas, notable for their exceptional
diversity, high natural quality and key role in providing for the continued production of riparian dependent resource
values.

B2 - Scenic Viewshed
Goal: Provide attractive, visually appealing forest scenery with a wide variety of natural appearing landscape features.
Utilize vegetation management activities to create and maintain a long-term desired landscape character.

B3 - Roaded Recreation
Goal: Provide a variety of year-round recreation opportunities in natural appearing roaded settings. A secondary goal
is to maintain a healthy forest condition through a variety of timber management practices.

B4 - Pine/Oak (Wildlife Emphasis)

Goal: Maintain key deer and elk winter habitat with additional emphasis on nesting and forage production for year-
round turkey and squirrel habitat. Secondary goals are to maintain a healthy forest condition through a variety of
timber management practices and to provide summer dispersed and developed recreational opportunities.

B6 - Special Emphasis Watershed

Goal: Maintain or improve watershed, riparian and aquatic habitat conditions and water quality for municipal uses
and/or long-term fish production. A secondary goal is to maintain a healthy forest condition through a variety of
timber management practices.

B8 - Earthflow Area

Goal: Maintain hydrologic and physical balances to prevent reactivation or acceleration of large, slow moving
earthflow areas. Allow for the management and utilization of forest resources through the use of special management
practices.
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BI10 - Deer and Elk Winter Range

Goal: Provide high quality deer and elk habitat for use during most winters. Provide for stable populations of
mule deer and Rocky Mountain elk on the eastside and black-tailed deer and Roosevelt Elk on the westside of the
Cascades. Secondary goals are to maintain a healthy forest condition through a variety of timber management
practices and to provide dispersed summer and developed recreation opportunities.

BI11 - Deer and Elk Summer Range
Goal: Provide high quality summer rearing habitat for deer and elk. A secondary goal is to maintain a healthy Forest
condition through a variety of timber management practices.

BI12 - Backcountry Lake Area
Goal: Protect or enhance the recreation, fish and wildlife, or scenic values of designated lakes. A secondary goal is to
maintain a healthy forest condition through a variety of timber management practices.

C1 - Wood Product Emphasis

Goal: Provide lumber, wood fiber, and other forest products on a fully regulated basis, based on the capability and
suitability of the land. A secondary goal is to enhance other resource uses and values that are compatible with timber
production.

The proposed OHV systems for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are located in the following Northwest Forest Plan Land
Allocations. Specific mileage and maps within each land use allocation are provided in the alternative discussion in
Chapter 2. No land allocation is “buffered” from use on the adjacent lands.

Tier 1 Key Watershed

Some of the project area is located within Tier 1 Key Watershed - a component of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
(USDA & USDI 1994). These watersheds were designated as sources for high water quality; they contain at-risk
anadromous fish (e.g., salmon) and bull trout. The following subwatersheds include designated OHV routes: White
River, West Fork of Hood River, Mill Creek, Fivemile/Eightmile Creek, and Roaring River. Watershed analyses in

all of these subwatersheds have been completed: White River Watershed Analysis (1994), West Fork of Hood River
Watershed Analysis (1996e), Mill Creek Watershed Analysis (2000), Mile Creeks Watershed Analysis (1994), and
Roaring River Watershed Analysis (1996d).

Riparian Reserve

This land allocation includes areas along rivers, streams, wetlands, ponds, lakes, and unstable or potentially unstable
areas where the conservation of aquatic and riparian-dependent terrestrial resources receives primary emphasis.
Riparian Reserve standards and guidelines apply and are added to the standards and guidelines of other designations

Matrix

This land allocation management area consists of Forest Service lands outside of designated areas (i.e.,
Congressionally Reserved Areas, Late-Successional Reserves, Adaptive Management Areas, Administratively
Withdrawn Areas, and Riparian Reserves). Most timber harvest and other silvicultural activities are conducted in
portions of matrix with suitable forest lands. Each of the subwatersheds proposed contain portions within matrix
lands.

Late Successional Reserve (LSR)

LSRs are designed to maintain a functional, interactive, and late-successional and old-growth forest ecosystem, in
combination with the other land allocations and standards and guidelines of the 1994 amendment. The different LSRs
serve as habitat for late-successional and old-growth related species, which includes the northern spotted owl. The
following LSRs include proposed OHV routes: North Willamette LSR (1997b) and Surveyor’s Ridge LSR (1998).

1.7. Management Standards and Guidelines

All of the applicable standards and guidelines from the Forest Plan and Northwest Forest Plan that pertain to this
project are contained in Appendix D. These standards and guidelines cover all resource areas analyzed in this EIS.
In addition, all watershed assessments prepared using the Northwest Forest Plan were reviewed and found to be
consistent with the Proposed Action and alternatives.

Chapter1— 14



Chapter 1 - Purpose and Need for Action

There are 20 standards and guidelines in the Forest Plan (Table 1-4) that currently allow cross-country travel by OHV
or require signing to enforce a trail, road or area closed to OHV travel. Also, the Forest Plan includes monitoring
requirements for Off-Road Vehicles (page 5-69). In addition, the existing situation and historic use of some trails and
roads are inconsistent with the seven standard and guidelines in the Forest Plan found in Table 1-5. Although this
Forest Plan amendment would allow OHV use on the designated roads and trails within these management areas,
new trail construction would be prohibited within the Research Natural Areas (A3), Special Interest Areas (A4), Key
Site Riparian (A9), Specialist Old Growth (A7), and Special Emphasis Watershed (B6) management areas.

Table 1-4. Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines discussing off-road vehicle (ORV) travel included
in the proposed Forest Plan Amendment for all Alternatives.

Standard | Page | Standard and GUIDELINE'
FW-413 . . .
. 4-95 | Roads, areas and trails closed or restricted to recreational access shall be posted.

Transportation
FW-447 . . .
- . 4-97 | ORV trails should not incorporate open roads as part of the trail system.

ransportation
F\.N_459 . 4-98 | ORV trails should not incorporate open roads as part of the trail system
Dispersed Recreation )
FW-465 Opportunities for ORV use should be available except where not allowed by
Dispersed Recreation 4-99 | management direction, and where determined to adversely impact land capability and

resource values.

FW-483 4-102 | Areas, roads and segments of rivers closed to vehicle use shall be posted
Wild & Scenic Rivers ’ '
FW-543

Wild & Scenic Rivers 4-106 |Areas, roads and segments of rivers closed to vehicle use shall be posted

A3-006, A3-007

ORV and non-motorized bicycle use shall be prohibited. RNAs shall be posted as closed

Research Natural Areas 4147 to ORV and non-motorized bicycle use.

A4-038 4-156 Recreational off-road vehicle use shall be prohibited except as noted in items 4 [A4-039]
Special Interest Area and 5 [A4-040], below.

g} g;;’ B1-078, Within scenic and recreational river corridors, motorized use shall be limited.

4-216 | 1) Motorized vehicles shall be permitted only on open roads.

Wild, Scenic and Recre- 2) ORV may occur only on designated trails.

ational Rivers
B1-082, B1-083
Wild, Scenic and Recre- | 4-216
ational Rivers

B3-038

Roaded Recreation
B5-001, B5-002
Pileated Woodpecker

Areas, roads and segments of rivers closed to vehicle use shall be posted. Administrative
use of motorized vehicles shall be allowed in all river segments.

4-232 | Off-road vehicle use shall be encouraged on designated trails and/or areas.

Off-road motorized vehicle use should not be permitted except on designated trails. All

/ Pine Marten Habitat 4-242 areas and rails closed to off-road vehicle use shall be posted.
Area
B11-037 Recreational motorized vehicle activity shall not be permitted except on open roads and
Deer and Elk Summer 4-280 . ;
R designated parking areas.
ange
C1-041, C2-041 Off-road vehicle (ORV) use should be encouraged. ORV use should be restricted within
. . 4-294 ) . S L
Timber Emphasis specific areas with conflicting resource objectives.
Monitoring Element: 5-69 |e Arehigh quality ORV opportunities provided in areas which are suitable for ORV use
Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) and the needs, skills, and interests of users?
Use e Are the ORV opportunities provided effective in minimizing conflicts between user

groups and safe for users and the general public?

e Are ORV opportunities being located, designated, and managed to minimize the
negative effects (within acceptable limits) on key fish and wildlife species and
sensitive habitats?

1 Shall is defined as: “Action is mandatory!” Should is defined as: “Action is required; however, case by case exceptions are acceptable if identified during
interdisciplinary project planning environmental analyses. Exceptions are to documents in environmental analysis (National Environmental Policy Act
1969) public documents.” [Page Four - 45, Forest Plan].
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Table 1-5. Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines discussing off-road vehicle (ORV) travel included
in proposed Forest Plan Amendment for Alternatives 2 and 3. All standards are included in the
proposed Forest Plan Amendment for Alternative 2. The proposed Forest Plan Amendment

for Alternative 3 does not include the Standards and Guidelines shaded in gray. None of these
Standards and Guidelines would be included in Alternative 4.

Standard ‘ Page ‘ Standard and GUIDELINE
A3-040
Research Natural 4-149 | All forms of off-road vehicle use shall be prohibited.
Areas
A4-039 Off-road vehicle uses in powerline rights-of-way should be allowed where
Special Interest 4-156 | consistent with other management direction, e.g. riparian and cultural resources
Area protection.
IO 4-172 |Recreation off-road vehicle use should be prohibited
Special Old Growth :
A9-039 . . . -
e 4-184 |Recreation off-road vehicle use, except over-snow vehicles, shall be prohibited.
Key Site Riparian
B6-036, B6-037 Recreational off-road vehicle use (other than over-snow) shall be discouraged. Recreational
Special Emphasis 4-251 |off-road vehicle use shall be prohibited in Still Creek and The Dalles Watershed

Watershed

Management Unit.

A Forest Plan amendment of the standards and guidelines presented in Tables 1-4 and 1-5 are proposed for
Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) to comply with the Final Travel Management Rule. The proposed Forest Plan
Amendment for Alternative 3 would include all standards and guidelines in Tables 1-4 and 1-5, except A3-006, A3-
007, A7-024, B6-036, and B6-037 (shaded gray in Table 1-5). The proposed Forest Plan Amendment for Alternative
4 would include all standards and guidelines in Table 1-4; no standards and guidelines from Table 1-5 would be
included. Specific language for the Forest Plan Amendment is discussed by alternative in Chapter 2.

1.8. Decision Framework

The Forest Supervisor for the Mt. Hood National Forest is the responsible official for this EIS. Given the purpose and
need, the Forest Supervisor will review the Proposed Action, alternatives, environmental consequences, and public
comments in order to make the following decisions:

e Would this project be implemented as proposed, as modified by an alternative, or not at all? If the project is
implemented, the Forest Supervisor would need to decide the following:

v
v

v
v

What OHV roads, trails and areas would be designated?

What new roads, trails and areas would be established or constructed on the Forest to provide OHV
recreation opportunities?

What class of OHV would be allowed on each designated route?

What time of year will OHV's be allowed to operate on each designated route?

e What PDC and monitoring requirements would the Forest Service apply if this project is implemented?

e  What amendments, if any, to the Forest Plan are required to implement this project?
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After the decision is made, all routes or areas not designated would be considered unauthorized and OHV use would
be illegal based on the Final Travel Management Rule. Also, based on the Final Travel Management Rule, motorized
cross-country travel would be prohibited except as specified for the purposes of dispersed camping, emergency

fire suppression, search and rescue, law enforcement, military operations, and Forest Service administrative use,
including uses authorized by permit such as firewood gathering.

User-created OHV routes that develop after the decision would be considered unauthorized, and would be closed or
removed by the Forest Service upon discovery. No public process or NEPA analysis would be necessary to remove
such a route.

Factors influencing the selection of an alternative include:
e  How well the alternative meets the purpose and need for action;
e  Potential effects of designating roads, trails and areas for OHV use to the environment;

e  Balancing of recreation opportunities for OHV use with other recreational uses of the National Forest and natu-
ral resources as directed by the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan; and,

e Resulting route density of OHV routes across the Forest.

1.9. Public Involvement

During the development of the project, the Mt. Hood National Forest Projects & Plans website contained potential
OHYV routes and requested public comment. The website announcement was posted from July 2005 until September
2008. The announcement included maps of seven potential areas and requested the following.

The Forest has identified a number of areas that have potential for the development of trail systems. Forest personnel
are asking for help in proposing trail routes in these areas, identifying concerns, identifying other areas that might be
suitable for OHV trails construction, and in generating volunteer support from organizations interested in working
on maintenance and monitoring use.

The public dialogue to develop the proposed action included two public workshops held in March 2005. The
preliminary proposed action was shared with the public at two open houses held in Sandy, Oregon and Hood River,
Oregon on May 30-31, 2007. The information from the open houses was used to begin the NEPA process.

Public involvement has occurred throughout the NEPA process. The project was included in the quarterly Schedule
of Proposed Actions distributed by the Forest since November 2006. A Notice of Intent (NOI) requesting public
comment was published in the Federal Register on August 27, 2007. Information on the proposal was posted on a
project website (http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/mthood/projects/), and provided via direct mailing to approximately 870
individuals, organizations, agencies, businesses, recreational residence owners, and local and tribal governments. The
Forest Service received approximately 375 comments through this process.

Due to the complexity of the Proposed Action, additional public involvement steps were taken to solicit public input
during the analysis phases. An update letter was mailed to approximately 650 addresses, including all respondents to
the scoping letter. Also, meetings were held with governmental agencies and tribal governments to discuss the project
in greater detail. Lastly, the proposed action was presented to groups upon request. The presentation was made to
Northern Oregon Motorcycle and ATV Club (NOMAC), Sportsman’s Park Homeowners Associations, and Columbia
Gorge Off-Road Association (CGORA). The presentation was posted on the Forest website as well.

All scoping comments and mailing lists are available in the project file, located in the Mt. Hood National Forest
Headquarters Office in Sandy, Oregon.
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1.10. Issues

NEPA directs federal agencies to focus analysis and documentation of significant issues related to the Proposed
Action. The scoping process resulted in the identification of some potential issues to be addressed in the EIS. An
“issue” arises from the relationships between actions (proposed, connected, similar, cumulative) and environmental
consequences (physical, biological, cultural, and socioeconomic). In this EIS, issues are defined as points of
discussion, debate, or dispute about the environmental effects of the Proposed Action. The issues are divided into
three groups: key, resolved, and tracking issues.

In addition, issues outside the scope of this analysis were identified. The Council of Environmental Quality requires
the Forest Service to identify and eliminate from detailed study issues that are not significant (40 CFR 1501.7). Issues
may be eliminated from further analysis when the issue is outside the scope of the EIS; are already decided by law,
regulation, Forest Plan, or other higher level decision; are not clearly relevant to the decision to be made; or are
conjectural and not supported by scientific or factual evidence. Issues outside the scope of this project are available in
the project file, located in the Mt. Hood National Forest Headquarters Office in Sandy, Oregon.

1.10.1. Key Issues

Key issues are those that are within the scope of the Proposed Action and suggest the need to consider different
actions or project design criteria. Key issues as used in this EIS are those that are used to formulate alternatives, affect
the design of alternative components, prescribe PDC, or describe environmental effects. Key issues are identified

as such due to their geographic distribution, duration of effects, intensity of interest by the public, or resource area
conflict. Alternatives 3 and 4 were designed to address the key issues. The Forest Service identified three key issues:

a. Motorized Recreation
b. Non-motorized Recreation
c. Wildlife Disturbance

Brief summaries of each key issue are presented below.
Key Issue 1: Motorized OHV Recreation

Changes to the OHV route designation on the Forest can affect the viability and quality of the OHV system,
especially decreasing the miles of motorized trails available. The proposed alternatives vary in how well they provide
a meaningful riding experience. Specific concerns expressed include:

A reduction in OHV routes may result in an insufficient miles of trails to make the OHV experience worthwhile.
Having multiple-class OHV routes may result in a diminished recreation experience for motorcycles.

e  Restricting some routes to a single OHV class may affect mixed OHV groups, such as families and OHV club
groups.

e  Designating OHV routes with dead-ends may adversely affect the motorized recreation experience.

e Designating OHV routes may not have the capacity to meet the existing or future needs of OHV users.

Indicators for Comparing Alternatives

Number of proposed OHV systems with adequate® miles of motorized trails.
Miles of OHV routes by difficulty level.

Miles of proposed routes by OHV class.

Miles of dead-end routes by proposed OHV system.

Number of staging areas and parking capacity.

Discussion of the issue can be found in Section 3.1 - Recreation.

3 Adequate OHV systems have more than 40-miles for Class | OHVs; a variable number of miles for Class Il OHVs depending on the difficulty; and more than
50-miles for Class Ill OHVs. Adequacy is explained further in Section 3.1 Recreation.
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Key Issue 2: Non-motorized Recreation

Motorized and non-motorized recreationalists have expressed concerns about their potential loss of access and/or
loss of opportunities for desired experiences. Proposed new OHV routes may alter the balance between motorized
and non-motorized recreation interests and uses. Altering this balance between users may result in an increase

in user conflicts. For example, some residents of the Sportsman’s Park subdivision raised specific concern about
restricting direct OHV access to the proposed Rock Creek OHV system, while other residents of the community
expressed their desire for direct OHV access. In addition, changes to OHV route designation on the Forest can affect
the quality of non-motorized recreation. A specific concern was that the noise of OHV's may adversely affect quiet
recreation use, particularly where it carries into roadless and wilderness areas.

Indicators for Comparing Alternatives

e Miles of non-motorized trail and other locations where sound emitted by OHVs might be detected.

e Acres of designated wilderness where sound emitted by OHVs might be detected.

e  Balance between recreation opportunities for OHV use and other recreation uses of the Forest, and protecting
natural resources.

e Distance between the proposed Rock Creek OHV system and Sportsman’s Park subdivision.

Discussion of the issue can be found in Section 3.1 - Recreation and Section 3.14 - Socioeconomic.
Key Issue 3: Wildlife Disturbance

Designating OHV routes in summer and winter range habitat may affect big game (i.e., deer and elk) migration
patterns. Also, the density of proposed OHV roads and trails and the amount and frequency of their use could
disturb wildlife (including old-growth dependent species) during critical life stages, compromise security, and/or
affect habitat.

Indicators for Comparing Alternatives

Miles of OHYV trails and roads.

Miles new trail construction.

Acres of OHV open to cross-country travel.

Effects to big game use in each proposed OHV system.

Discussion of the issue can be found in Section 3.5 - Wildlife.

1.10.2. Resolved Issues

Resolved issues are issues identified by the public that have been mitigated through the development of PDC. As
such, these issues do not have any significant (see 40 CFR 1501.7(a)(3)) impacts or environmental consequences.

Safety

Designating OHV route systems may increase traffic hazards on roads and trails. The public expressed concern
that an increase of OHV use on the Forest would threaten public safety, including an increase in accidents within
the OHV community as well as between OHV riders, motorized and non-motorized recreationists. Implementing
the PDC discussed in Section 2.4, as required by the action alternatives, would reduce the risk of accidents (but not
eliminate it). For example, routes should be maintained to provide the appropriate stopping sight distance based on
posted speed limit or prevailing speed within the proposed OHV systems (PDC RD-2). Also, all planned road/trail
intersections would be located based on site-specific examination for risk (PDC RD-5).

Additional information is available in Section 2.4 - Project Design Criteria and Section 3.11 - Transportation.
Compliance
The public has expressed concern about current law enforcement mechanisms being ineffective. It was expressed

that new tools are needed to ensure that OHV riders comply with the change in OHV route designation. The PDC
discussed in Section 2.4 include measures that would increase compliance by motorized recreationists, such as:
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e  Coordinating with County Sheriffs’ Offices that currently receive state OHV funding to plan for OHV emphasis
patrols (PDC LE-1); and,

e Increasing public awareness of designated OHV routes through field contacts with forest visitors (PDC LE-4).
Additional information is available in Section 2.4 - Project Design Criteria and Section 3.9 - Law Enforcement.

Hazardous Materials

Accidental spills from OHV's may contaminate the Forest. Specifically, there is greatest concern that possible
contamination at staging areas and stream crossings would cause an increase in pollutants within the Forest
waterways. The PDC discussed in Section 2.4 include measures to minimize hazardous materials from leaching into
surface waters. For example, restroom facilities would be provided, as usage warrants, at designated staging areas
(RM-7). Also, spoils/fill materials would be disposed of in stable areas away from stream channels (PDC WR-11).

Additional information is available in Section 2.4 —Project Design Criteria and 3.3 - Water Quality.

Heritage Resources

Designating OHV route systems may damage or destroy historic resources. Implementing the PDC, as discussed in
Section 2.4, would minimize possible impacts. As part of the planning process, for example, protection measures for
specific sites were developed, and travel routes with the potential to adversely affect significant heritage resources
were rerouted or realigned away from the resource (PDC HR-2). In addition, any protection measures necessary
would be developed in consultation with the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office, appropriate Tribes, and, if
necessary, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (see Chapter 4 — Consultation and Coordination for more
details).

Additional information is available in Section 2.4 — Project Design Criteria and Section 3.8 — Heritage Resources.

1.10.3. Tracking Issues

Tracking issues are those that have been determined to be relevant, but are not used to formulate alternatives. These
issues often describe minor or consistent consequences among alternatives considered in detail. These issues usually
are addressed through adherence to standards and guidelines, appropriate laws and regulations, or as covered by the
PDC. Tracking issues are generally of interest or concern to the public, and are tracked throughout the document.

Local Economies

Motorized recreation may affect local economies in terms of the potential loss of jobs and income currently generated
by OHV use on the Forest. Another financial concern expressed by the public was that local emergency services
would not be well equipped to handle an increase in calls. Additionally, the Gate Creek ditch company stated that
OHYV designation adjacent to the ditch would disturb the integrity of the ditch structure and accelerate the delivery of
sediment into the ditch, thereby increasing their ditch maintenance costs.

Indicators for Comparing Alternatives
e  Effects of OHV use on local jobs and income.
e  Effects of OHV use on local emergency services.

e  Effects of OHV use adjacent to the irrigation ditch.

Cost of OHV Systems

Based on current budgets, the Forest may have difficulties paying for the implementation of OHV route designations.
There may not be sufficient funding to adequately cover the maintenance and building of OHV trails or upkeep of
staging areas.

Indicators for Comparing Alternatives

e  Costs of road maintenance OHV roads per year.
e  Savings on the cost of road maintenance per year.
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e  Cost of brushing on mixed-use roads. Increase in brushing costs per year.
o  Costs of maintaining all OHV trails.
Discussion of this issue can be found in Section 3.14.

Aquatic Resources

OHYV route designation may harm aquatic species and their habitat by affecting water quality and sedimentation
rates. The public commented that increased OHV use would result in an increase in sediment loading, which could
affect a stream’s natural hydrologic flow. Additionally, this increase in sediment could impact spawning and rearing
habitat for native fish species. It was also expressed that OHV route designation and new trail construction may
impact riparian areas.

Indicators for Comparing Alternatives

Number of OHV routes crossing streams.

Number of OHV routes crossing fish-bearing streams.

Miles of OHYV trails and roads within 100-feet of water bodies.
Miles of OHV routes in drinking water source areas.
Discussion of this issue can be found in Section 3.4.

Soils

OHYV route designation may result in changes to soil structure, which could affect soil characteristics, such as
compaction, nutrient cycling, and susceptibility to erosion. Also, differences in elevation and season could result
in differential erosion potential and recovery from disturbance. OHV route designation may result in increased
sediment production, thereby affecting hydrologic regimes and drinking water supplies.

Indicators for Comparing Alternatives

o  Risk ratings for effects of OHV use on soils.
Discussion of this issue can be found in Section 3.2.

Invasive Species

OHYV routes may result in the spread of invasive plant species. OHVs, clothing, and pets could spread invasive plants
to other OHV locations and areas throughout the Forest. Hound’s tongue, which already exists in McCubbins, could
be transported to other locations. Also, new trails could create additional habitat for weeds to exist.

Indicators for Comparing Alternatives

e Effects of OHV use on invasive plants, including the risk of spread and/or new infestations.
Discussion of this issue can be found in Section 3.6.

Native Species

Concentrating OHVs to designated routes could destroy vegetation, including rare and uncommon botanical species.
The public commented that OHVs could crush and trample plants, damage germinating seeds, reduce vegetation
cover, and/or destroy crucial root systems.

Indicators for Comparing Alternatives

e  Effects of OHV use to native plants, including sensitive plans.
Discussion of this issue can be found in Section 3.6.
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2.0. Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action

Chapter 2 describes and compares the alternatives considered for OHV road, trail and area designation on the Mt.
Hood National Forest (the Forest). A description and map are provided for each. Also, this section presents the
alternatives in comparison form, highlighting the differences between each alternative and providing a basis for
choice among options for the Responsible Official and the public. The Responsible Official for this project is Forest
Supervisor for the Mt. Hood National Forest.

2.1. Alternative Development Process

The interdisciplinary team (IDT), including the Responsible Official, followed the Forest Service Handbook (1909.15)
for developing and considering alternatives. Alternatives were developed to meet the purpose and need and to
respond to public issues.

Alternative 2, the Proposed Action, was developed over a two year period and included dialogue from a diverse
public. The dialogue included two workshops where members of the public helped to identify potential OHV

roads, trails and areas across the Forest as well as the opportunity to comment on the preliminary designations

on the Forest’s website. OHV enthusiasts, environmental organizations, State government offices, and interested
individuals all participated in the process. Using this information, recreational specialists across the Forest developed
a preliminary proposed action. The preliminary proposed action was passed through three screens. First, resource
specialists from each District conducted a preliminary effects analysis to determine if there were any unacceptable
environmental effects. Second, a feasibility study was conducted on this preliminary proposed action. The objective
of the study was to develop a trail system that “minimally affects resources, that provides opportunities for satisfying
recreation experiences, that requires minimal maintenance, and that serves the intended type and level of use”
(Higgins 2006). Third, the preliminary proposed action was shared with the public at two open houses. Based on this
public collaboration and feasibility study, Alternative 2 was developed and carried forward into the NEPA process for
analysis and consideration.

The Forest Service developed four alternatives: No Action (Alternative 1), Proposed Action (Alternative 2), and two
other action Alternatives (Alternatives 3 and 4). The No Action (Alternative 1), defined as current OHV management
as approved under existing NEPA decisions and Forest Orders, was compared to the underlying need for action.
The current OHV policy for the Forest was developed during land management planning in the 1980s. The policy
allows OHV’s to venture off roads and trails in areas that have not been specifically closed to such use. Additionally,
current state law allows OHVs to operate on any road open to the public which is not paved. (For more information
on current Oregon State Laws regarding Off-Road Vehicles; Snowmobiles; All-Terrain Vehicles go to: http://www.
oregon.gov/OPRD/ATV/links.shtml). Many gravel and native surface roads on the Forest meet these criteria and
thus are open to OHV travel. As such, the current management direction does not comply with the Final Travel
Management Rule, specifically routes and areas on the Forest are not closed to OHV use unless designated open as
directed by this rule. As such, the focus of this EIS is on the designation of OHV roads, trails and areas by class of
OHYV and time of year across the Forest. The analysis focuses on the designation of OHV roads, trails and areas.

Public and interagency issues centered on motorized recreation, non-motorized recreation, and route density.
Motorized recreation considerations include: sufficiency of miles of trails, number of dead end routes, connectivity
of routes, and OHYV classes allowed. The primary non-motorized recreation issues focused on the balance between
multiple recreational uses. Alternatives 3 and 4 vary in the amount of proposed OHV routes across the Forest.
Alternative 3 considers all the routes proposed during the public involvement process and provides additional OHV
opportunities across the Forest. Alternative 4 considers all the requests to close roads, trails and areas to OHV use
across the Forest and reduce the number of locations where OHV use would be designated.

Twenty-five potential Standards and Guidelines in the Forest Plan were identified to be inconsistent with the Final

Travel Management Rule or the action alternatives (see Section 1.7 Management Standards and Guidelines). This
inconsistency and potential Forest Plan Amendment is analyzed with Alternatives 2 through 4.
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Some alternatives that would resolve public concerns were eliminated from detailed study because they do not

meet the purpose and need for action. The eliminated alternatives include: Prohibit Off-highway Vehicle Use on the
Forest, Designate All Existing “On-the-Ground” Routes, Continued Oft-highway Vehicle Use in Specific Areas, Off-
highway Vehicle Use on Gravel Roads, and Increased Off-highway Vehicle Use in Hunting Season. The specific areas
considered include Black Wolf, Wildcat, Hillock Burn, Oak Grove, Hugh Creek, and Fish Creek. These are discussed
in this chapter in Section 2.7.

2.2, Assumptions and Analysis Framework

Illegal OHV use occurs on the Forest, and has caused natural resource damage. The resource damage has led to Forest
Order closures in some areas'. While recognizing that illegal OHV use occurs on the Forest, the analysis in Chapter 3
does not include illegal use for the following reasons. First, no inventory of user-created roads and trails exists for the
Forest to provide a baseline for potential future illegal use. An inventory would require a considerable amount of time
and funding since the entire land base would need to be surveyed. Second, numerous possibilities exist for potential
future illegal use. Given the number of possibilities, a likely scenario could not be characterized and analyzed for

each alternative. Lastly, based on current regulations, it is illegal to operate any vehicle off National Forest System,
State or County roads in a manner that damages or unreasonably disturbs the land, wildlife or vegetative resources.
The analysis for Alternative 1 does include some anecdotal evidence and field surveys that include illegal use. This
analysis however does not capture all illegal use across the Forest. Because of these reasons, the analysis in Chapter

3 assumes all OHV users would remain on the designated OHV routes (trails and roads) and one area as directed by
the Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM). The first MVUM is scheduled to be distributed in the spring of 2010. After the
first MVUM is distributed, all OHV users would be required to remain on the designated OHV routes and one area,
as required by the Final Travel Management Rule.

Although illegal use is not analyzed completely in the EIS, some of the project design criteria (PDC) minimize
potential future illegal use. For example, PDC LE-2 requires the Forest Service to “plan and schedule for increased
patrols during high use periods that can be utilized and implemented by Forest staff.” This should decrease illegal

use during these periods. Another example is PDC RD-7 which requires “all roads proposed to be closed to all traffic
would be actively obliterated within sight distance from the designated OHV route.” The requirement for active
obliteration is to minimize the temptation for illegal use on these routes. In addition to the PDC, the route design and
designation attempts to minimize illegal use by making the routes appealing to users. By providing appealing routes,
such as loop opportunities, users would be less likely to create illegal routes.

In addition, several assumptions were made about the OHV use across the Forest for analysis purposes. These
following assumptions allow all resource specialists to analyze the impacts and effects of each alternative consistently.
Additional assumptions may have been made by each resource area. These assumptions are discussed in the
individual sections of Chapter 3 or in the Specialist Reports located at the Forest Headquarters Office in Sandy,
Oregon.

e  User-created roads and trails are not National Forest System (NFS) roads and trails. They are unauthorized. The
agency never took an affirmative action to create, manage, or construct them for public use. They were created by
the public as a result of cross-country travel.

e  Temporary roads, trails and areas built to support emergency operations or temporarily authorized in associa-
tion with contracts, permits or leases are not intended for public use, including OHV use. Any proposal to add
these temporary roads to the NFS road system would require a NEPA decision.

e No NEPA decision is necessary to continue use of the NFS roads by licensed motor vehicles as currently man-
aged. As such, all licensed vehicles can use NFS roads. Licensed vehicles include dual-sport motorcycles and

many Class II OHVs (e.g., jeeps and SUVs).

e All proposed trail construction would be field verified for road and stream crossings before implementation.

1 If resource damage occurs after OHV routes are designated on the MVUM, law enforcement and line officers have the ability to close an area. This authority
will not change with this project.
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e PDC would be applied effectively and would accomplish the necessary and desired outcome. Monitoring effec-
tiveness of PDC and compliance would be a component of project implementation. (See Section 2.5 - Monitor-
ing Strategy for more details.)

e Funding and law enforcement would be available to implement the project. No new trail construction would take
place until funding is secured. Funding sources include appropriated funds, grant opportunities and volunteer
and partnership organizations in-kind support.

2.3. Alternatives Considered in Detail

For Alternative 2, 3, and 4, the projects would be implemented using a combination of appropriated funding, grant
funding (i.e., Oregon Parks and Recreation ATV Grant Program), and volunteer and partnership in-kind support.
Currently, the Oregon Parks and Recreation ATV Grant Program helps pay for operation and maintenance, law
enforcement, emergency services, land acquisition, leases, planning, development and safety education in Oregon’s
OHYV recreation areas. No new construction would be completed until funding is secured. Funding for new trail
construction would come from one of the three sources listed above.

2.3.1. Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

The Alternative 1 — No Action Alternative represents the current conditions. The current OHV direction was
developed in the 1980s as part of the forest planning process. Based on direction in the Forest Plan, the implied
policy on the Forest is “open unless posted closed” The current law enforcement mechanism is signing an area as
closed to OHV use. In order to enforce the closures, the sign must be posted and visible. Only a limited number of
the OHV routes were designated through an interdisciplinary or public process. OHV use is occurring on a majority
of roads because this use is not prohibited by State of Oregon regulations or Forest Service regulations. The areas
where cross-country travel is not prohibited were designated during the Forest Planning process when OHV use was
much less popular. This alternative does not include project design criteria or designated staging areas, nor does it
include a Forest Plan Amendment or a MVUM. Alternative 1 does not meet the purpose and need for action for this
project and it does not meet the intent of the Final Travel Management Rule.

Overall, this alternative allows OHV use on 2,463 miles of gravel and native surface roads?, 49 miles of motorized
trails, and 394,886 acres of forestland. This alternative provides the greatest opportunities for motorized recreation
(see Appendix A, Alternative 1 OHV Use in the Mount Hood National Forest Map). Maps in Appendix A show the
cross-country areas, roads and trails where OHV use is not prohibited for each Ranger District on the Forest. The
components of Alternative 1 that will be discussed in the following sections are: general description and location of
current OHV use, current OHV use, and land use allocations.

General Description and Location of Current OHV Use

The general forest area encompasses 1.1 million acres of the Forest in Multnomah, Clackamas, Hood River and
Wasco counties with small pieces in Marion and Jefferson counties. Cross-country OHV travel and OHV travel on
designated routes is allowed across much of the Forest, so site conditions vary greatly. Annual precipitation varies
from 10 to 120 inches per year, primarily in the winter months. The average percent slope ranges from zero to 62
percent. The average elevation ranges from 25 to 5,400 feet. Current OHV use is located in nearly every fifth (5")
field watershed on the Forest. There are over 1,600 miles of fish-bearing streams on the Forest, with approximately
300 miles supporting anadromous populations of salmon and steelhead. The general vegetation type, flora, and fauna
present vary greatly. The general forest area encompasses westside lowland conifer-hardwood forest, eastside mixed
conifer forest, montane mixed conifer forest, ponderosa pine/Douglas fir conifer forest, and lodgepole pine forest
and woodland habitat types. This includes both deer and elk winter range and elk and deer calving areas as well as
Northern spotted owl dispersal and suitable habitat.

2 The miles of gravel and native surface roads were determined using miles of Maintenance Level 1 and 2 roads, which are calculated using the INFRA
database and GIS roads layer for the Forest. Both the database and GIS layer are updated on a regular basis to reflect new roads decision and to reflect
changes identified on the road. These numbers represent the best information available on May 15, 2009.
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Current OHV Use

Areas that allow cross-country OHV travel® are determined by the Mt. Hood Land and Resource Management
(Forest Plan) standards and guidelines as well as Appendix C — Access and Travel Management Guide. In addition,
additional areas have been closed to cross-country OHV travel through Forest Orders. Forest Orders are discussed in
more detail in Section 1.6 Management Direction. Table 2-1 illustrates where and what type of OHV use is currently
not prohibited in the general forest area based on Forest Plan direction, and Table 2-2 illustrates where and what
type of OHV use is currently limited or prohibited in the general forest area based on Forest Orders. Based on these
guidelines, cross-country travel is not prohibited on 394,886 acres of forestland. This represents 36 percent of the
Forest. An undetermined amount of this land is inaccessible due to physical barriers, such as rock outcrops, steep
slopes, dense forest vegetation, rivers and streams. Cross-country OHV travel is prohibited on 695,684 acres of the
Forest. On the acres where cross-country OHV use is prohibited, OHV use is permitted on designated roads and
trails on 203,881 acres and all OHV use is prohibited on 491,803 acres.

In addition, current Oregon State Law allows OHVs to operate on any road open to the public, which is not paved
(e.g., gravel or native surface roads), unless the landowner applies more stringent regulations. To date, the Forest has
closed individual roads to OHV use on a limited basis, but it has not approved any regulations across the Forest. As
such, the Forest has allowed OHV's to use the majority of Level 1 and 2 gravel and native surface roads across the
Forest. Although Level 1 roads are classified as closed roads, OHV use is permitted on these roads in areas where
the land use allocation allows cross-country travel. Overall, this includes approximately 2,463 miles of roads. This
represents 82 percent of all Level 1 and 2 roads across the Forest, which is approximately 3,021 miles. Also, this
represents 73 percent of all Forest roads (Levels 1 through 5), which is approximately 3,383 miles. A complete list

of the roads where OHV use is permitted is available in the project record, located at Mt. Hood National Forest
Headquarters in Sandy, Oregon.

Table 2-1. Summary of where and what type of OHV use is currently not prohibited based on
Forest Plan direction.

(o], \TAVET Cross-
OHV Use Allowed on Country
Prohibited | Designated OHV Use
Roads/Trails’ | Allowed

Land Allocation

Special Circumstance Apply

Wild, Scenic and Recreation OHVs prohibited on Road 48 north of its
A1 | and Recreational Rivers - X junction with Road 43 between November
White River 15 and April 1. Overlaps with B1 lands.
A2 | Wilderness X
A3 |Research Natural Areas X No OHYV trails permitted.
A4 | Special Interest Areas X OHVs allowed in powerline rights-of-way
A5 | Unroaded Recreation X
A6 Semi-pr'imitive Roaded X
Recreation
A7 | Special Old Growth X
A8 | Spotted Owl Habitat Areas X Seasonal restriction from March 1 to Sep-
tember 30
A9 |Key Site Riparian X
A10 | Developed Recreations Sites X Only on access roads and parking areas.
A11 | Winter Recreation X
A12 | Outdoor Education Area X
Only on designated trails and prohibited
A13 | Bald Eagle Habitat Area X in active nesting areas from January 1 to
August 15.
B1 | Wild Rivers X

3 OHV cross-country travel is defined as an OHV leaving the designated road, trail or area.
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Table 2-1. (continued)

OHV Use Cross-
OHV Use Allowed on Country
Prohibited | Designated OHV Use
Roads/Trails’ | Allowed

Land Allocation

Special Circumstance Apply

B1 SFenic and Recreational X
Rivers
B2 |Scenic Viewsheds X
. Prohibited in Indian Mountain and Sherar
B3 | Roaded Recreation X Burn Road #2613
B4 | Pine - Oak Habitat X
B5 Pine Marten/Pileated Wood- X
pecker
B6 Special Emphasis Water- X Prohibited in Still Creek and The Dalles
sheds Watersheds
B7 | General Riparian Area X
B8 | Earthflow Area X
B9 | Wildlife/Visual Area X iny on open roads and designated park-
ing areas
B10 | Deer and Elk Winter Range X
B11 | Deer and Elk Summer Range X iny on open roads and designated park-
ing areas
Not within a %2 mile of Buck, Dinger, and
B12 | Back Country Lakes X Veda lakes; Not permitted within 100-feet
of lake
C1 |Timber Emphasis X
D |Bull Run X

1 Designated routes include existing trals and all open single-lane grgavel and native surface roads.

Table 2-2. Summary of where and what type of OHV use is currently limited or prohibited based on
current Forest Orders.

OHYV Use Allowed on Designated

Closed by Forest Order OHV Use Prohibited Roads/Trails?
Gordon Creek Watershed X
The Dalles Watershed X
Summit Meadow X
Old Maid Flat X
Clear Lake X
Gibson Prairie X
LaDee Flats X
Camas Prairie X
Ramsey Creek Parcel X
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Finally, OHV use is permitted on the existing motorized routes across the Forest. Currently, there are three non-
connected trails designated for motorized use: North Section Line trail (#451), Rhododendron Ridge trail (#564), and
Rocky Butte trail (#476). Also, McCubbins Gulch is an existing motorized trail system, located on the Barlow Ranger
District. All motorized trails are open to non-motorized use as well. McCubbins Gulch OHV trails are currently open
to mountain bikes, horses, and hikers as well as motorized vehicles. More complete description of the McCubbins
Gulch OHYV trail system is available in Section 2.3.2: Alternative 2 — Proposed Action. Overall, OHV use is permitted
on 48.5 miles of trails as shown in Table 2-3.

Table 2-3. Summary of existing motorized trails.

Trail Name Trail Number Miles OHV Class Permitted
McCubbins Gulch 575,576,577 31.98 Classland lll

North Section Line 451 4.04 Class Il

Rhododendron Ridge 564 10.4 Class Il

Rocky Butte 476 2.07 Class llI

Total 48.5

Alternative 1 does not include any designated OHV staging areas; however, rock quarries and pits are often
opportune staging areas. There are 61 rock quarries in the Forest. The average quarry size was conservatively
estimated to be two acres with a parking capacity of 60 vehicles. As such, alternative 1 “staging areas” have the
parking capacity for 3,660 vehicles.

Land Use Allocations

The Land Use Allocations (LUAs) for Alternative 1 are listed in Table 2-4 for all acres across the Forest, miles of roads,
and miles of motorized trails. The majority of cross-country travel acres are located on C1-Wood Product Emphasis
(58 percent) and B2-Scenic Viewsheds (38 percent) management areas. An additional three percent is on B3-Roaded
Recreation and less than one percent is located on B12-Back Country Lakes management areas. Cross-country travel
is prohibited within all other LUAs.

The majority of roads where OHV use (71 percent) is permitted are located in areas where cross-country travel also is
not prohibited. The remainder of roads are located in LUAs where OHV's are allowed on designated roads and trails.
For the roads where OHV use is permitted, 44 percent are on C1-Wood Product Emphasis lands; 25 percent are on
B2-Scenic Viewsheds; 10 percent are in B6-Special Emphasis Watersheds; and seven percent are on B8-Earthflow
Areas. Less than three percent of the roads are located on all other LUAs.

For motorized trails, Table 2-5 lists the LUA for each trail. The majority of the motorized trails are located on C1-
Wood Product Emphasis Lands (66 percent). Trails are also in locations on B6-Special Emphasis Watersheds (14
percent), B2-Scenic Viewsheds (eight percent), B11-Deer and Elk Summer Range (seven percent), and B10-Deer and
Elk Winter Range (three percent). All other LUAs include less than one percent of the trails.

Based on the Northwest Forest Plan management direction, OHV use is not prohibited within the Tier 1 Key

Watershed, Riparian Reserve, Matrix, and Late Successional Reserve (LSR). The type of OHV use is determined by
the Forest Plan LUA as explained above. OHV use is prohibited in Administratively Withdrawn Areas.
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Chapter 2 - Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action

Table 2-5. Forest Plan land use allocations for motorized trails in Alternative 1.

Land Use Allocation

| Miles of Trails

McCubbins Gulch

A1-Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers — White River 0.4
B2-Scenic Viewshed 3.7
B10-Deer and Elk Winter Range 1.3
C1-Timber Emphasis 26.7
North Section Line Trail

A3-Research Natural Area 0.5

B2-Scenic Viewshed 0.2
B6-Special Emphasis Watershed 2.3

C1-Timber Emphasis 1.1

Rhododendron Ridge

B6-Special Emphasis Watershed 45

B11-Deer and Elk Summer Range 3.5

C1-Timber Emphasis 2.4
Rocky Butte

C1-Timber Emphasis 2.1

GRAND TOTAL | 49

2.3.2. Alternative 2 - Proposed Action

The Alternative 2 — Proposed Action would change OHV access on much of the Forest. The Proposed Action

focuses on designated trails, roads, and areas for OHV use within six proposed locations. One location includes

one small OHYV area (approximately four acres) in an existing rock quarry. Figure 2-1 is a vicinity map for the six
locations proposed in Alternative 2-Proposed Action. All Mt. Hood National Forest System lands were considered
by the Forest Service and members of the public during a two-year long dialogue with the public as described in

the Alternative Development Process (Section 2.1). The proposed OHV systems that resulted from this dialogue
were designed to provide a balance between providing recreational opportunities and protecting natural resources.
Overall, this alternative allows OHV use on 124 miles of road and 97 miles of trail. After the Record of Decision is
signed for this project, the Final Travel Management Rule would require all OHV's to remain on these designated
routes and area, and no OHV cross-country travel would be permitted. OHV's would be permitted only on the routes

and areas designated by the selected alternative.

The six locations considered in Alternative 2 are: Bear Creek, Gibson Prairie, LaDee Flats, McCubbins Gulch,
Peavine, and Rock Creek (see Appendix A, Alternative 2 OHV Proposal Overview Map). Each of the proposed OHV
systems and components of Alternative 2 are discussed in the following sections. The components include: general
description, proposed OHV systems, land use allocations, general forest area, and Forest Plan Amendment.

General Description and Location of each Proposed OHV System

Bear Creek: The Bear Creek proposed OHV system is located north of Mt. Hood at the upper reaches of the Middle
Fork Hood River watershed just north of Laurance Lake. The OHV system is located on the Hood River Ranger
District approximately six miles southwest of Parkdale and is accessed by the 16 road system. The legal description
for the proposed OHV routes is T1S, R9E in Hood River County, Oregon (see Appendix A, Alternative 2 OHV

Proposal Bear Creek Map).

Elevations are fairly high ranging from 3200 feet to 4800 feet. This OHV system is located within the East Fork Hood
River and West Fork Hood River fifth field watersheds. There are around 4.5 miles of intermittent streams and 12.5
miles of perennial streams in the general area. Soils are derived from volcanic ash that has undergone considerable
mixing with glacial deposits, resulting in rocky, sandy soils. These soils are similar to those in the Peavine and
Graham Pass proposed OHV systems. The general area includes montane mixed conifer habitat type as well as deer

and elk summer range.
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Figure 2-1. Vicinity Map for Alternative 2-Proposed Action.
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Gibson Prairie: The Gibson Prairie proposed OHV system is located on the Hood River Ranger District
approximately four miles southeast of Parkdale and is accessed by the 17 Road. The legal description for the proposed
OHYV routes is T1N, R10-11E in Hood River County, Oregon (see Appendix A, Alternative 2 OHV Proposal Gibson
Prairie Map). Gibson Prairie is at the center of this proposed OHV system.

Elevations range from 3400 feet to 4000 feet. This system is located within the Mosier Creek and Hood River fifth
field watersheds. There are around five miles of intermittent streams and 7.6 miles of perennial streams in the general
area. Soils have been derived from deep volcanic ash deposits that overlie old glacial deposits. The general area
includes suitable spotted owl habitat as well as deer and elk summer range, and calving and fawning areas. Grand fir
and Douglas fir dominate the sparse forests. Plant associations encountered include Grand fir/Oceanspray, Grand fir/
Snowberry and Douglas fir/Snowberry.

LaDee Flats: The LaDee Flats proposed OHV system is located on the Clackamas River Ranger District just south of
the town of Estacada and is accessed by the 4610 Road. The legal description for the proposed routes is T4S, R5-

7E and T5S, R7E, Section 1 in Clackamas County, Oregon (see Appendix A, Alternative 2 OHV Proposal LaDee
Flats Map). The majority of OHV routes considered are located on LaDee Flat, a plateau separating the North Fork
Clackamas and Clackamas Rivers just above their confluence.

The general area is in a wide elevation band ranging from 1400 feet to 4600 feet. This system is located entirely within
the Middle Clackamas River fifth field watershed. There are around 15 miles of intermittent streams and 10 miles of
perennial streams in the general area. Soils on this flat are not highly erosive due to very level terrain and because

the high amount of sticky clay tends to hold particles together. LaDee Flats includes extensive dispersal habitat for
Northern spotted owl as well as deer and elk summer and some winter range. The forested areas are approximately
seventy years old and the plant association is Western Hemlock/Dwarf Oregon Grape/Swordfern.

McCubbins Gulch: The McCubbins Gulch proposed OHV system is already established Class I and III OHYV trail
system. The analysis area is approximately 10 miles west of the community of Wapinitia on the Barlow Ranger
District and is accessed by the roads 2130 and 2110 of Highway 216. The legal description for the proposed routes

is T5S, R10-11E in Wasco County, Oregon (see Appendix A, Alternative 2 OHV Proposal McCubbins Gulch Map).
Adjacent to the north boundary of the Warm Springs Indian Reservation, the McCubbins Gulch proposed OHV
system is situated on the watershed divide between the White River and Beaver Creek, a major tributary of the Warm
Springs River.

Elevations range from 2800 feet to 3600 feet. Average annual precipitation is highly variable ranging between
approximately 22 to 38 inches. This system is located within the Middle Deschutes River, White River and Beaver
Creek fifth field watersheds. There are around 20 miles of intermittent streams and 11.8 miles of perennial streams in
the general area. Soils have been derived from deep volcanic ash deposits that overlie old glacial deposits. Deer and
elk summer range are located in proposed OHV system. The forest areas fall in the Grand fir series and include the
Grand fir/Chinkapin, Grand fir/Oceanspray, Grand fir/ Snowberry, and Grand fir/Twinflower plant associations.

Peavine: The proposed Peavine proposed OHV system is located on the crest of the Cascades near the headwaters

of the Clackamas River and the Warm Springs River. The Peavine proposed OHV system is located approximately

21 miles northeast of Detroit, Oregon, in Clackamas and Wasco Counties on the Clackamas River Ranger District.
The proposed OHV system is accessed by the 42 and 57 road systems. The legal description of the proposed routes is
T6-7S, R8E in Clackamas and Wasco Counties, Oregon (see Appendix A, Alternative 2 OHV Proposal Peavine Map).
The area takes its name from Peavine Mountain (4812 feet), a prominent landform in the northwest corner of the
proposed OHV location.

Elevations range from 2800 feet to 5000 feet. This system is located within the Oak Grove Fork Clackamas River and
Upper Clackamas River fifth field watersheds. There are around 36 miles of intermittent streams and 17.4 miles of
perennial streams in the analysis area. Soils are derived from volcanic ash that has undergone considerable mixing
with glacial deposits, resulting in rocky, sandy soils. The general area includes marginal spotted owl habitat type and
deer and elk calving areas. Silver fir/ big huckleberry/beargrass is the primary plant association with lesser amounts
of Mountain hemlock/grouse huckleberry in the higher elevations.

Rock Creek: This system of roads and trails is located west of Rock Creek Reservoir and includes the Badger Lake
road. The proposed Rock Creek proposed OHV system is adjacent to the Sportsman’s Park Community (a private
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in-holding on the Forest) and located approximately 12 miles west of the town of Wamic in Wasco County on
the Barlow Ranger District. The proposed OHV system is accessed by the 4820 Road. The legal description of the
proposed routes is T4S, R10-11E in Wasco County, Oregon (see Appendix A, Alternative 2 OHV Proposal Rock
Creek Map).

The general area is in a wide elevation band ranging from 2200 feet to 5400 feet. This system is located within the
White River and Tygh Creek fifth field watersheds. There are around 23.3 miles of intermittent streams and 21.7 miles
of perennial streams in the analysis area. Soils and landform are similar, dryer versions of the McCubbins analysis
area, with more open grassland meadows and higher pH ‘sweet’ soils. Elk and deer winter range are located in the
general area. The forest is dominated by Grand fir, Douglas fir, Ponderosa pine and western Larch. The primary plant
association is Grand fir/ Snowberry.

Proposed OHV Systems

For each of these six locations, a system of OHV routes was proposed as summarized in Table 2-6. The routes include
mixed-use roads, decision roads converted to OHV trails, existing motorized trails, and new motorized trails. Each of
type of route is defined as follows.

e Convert to trails: Decision roads are defined in the 2003 Mt. Hood National Forest Roads Analysis as roads
which are not needed to provide access to recreation opportunities or other management activities. They are
labeled “decision roads” because a NEPA decision needs to be made on whether to close, decommission, or
keep them open. This NEPA process is proposing to convert these roads to OHV trails. After these roads are
converted to OHYV trails, they would be managed to trail standards and maintained by the recreation staff.

e  Motorized mixed-use roads: National Forest System (NFS) road designated for use by both highway-legal
and specific classes of OHV vehicles.

e Decommissioned: These are decision roads that would be closed to all motorized vehicle traffic as part of
this project. After the OHV routes are designated, these roads would be decommissioned and taken off the
National Forest System road atlas. The portion of the road within sight distance would be actively obliterated
as directed by PDC RD-7 to discourage future OHV use. The remaining length of decommissioned road
should be left in hydrologically stable condition. Actions to achieve hydrologic stability could include, but
are not limited to, culvert removal, water bar, and ditch cleaning. Table 2-7 provides a summary of the roads
to be decommissioned in Alternative 2.

e Existing motorized trails: These are currently designated OHV trails on the Forest. The majority of these
trails are within the McCubbins Gulch system.

e New motorized trail construction: New trail construction is proposed to connect roads and trails and provide
loop opportunities. New motorized trails also include some user-created routes which are non-system roads
and trails constructed without the authorization of the Forest Service. These trails would be brought up to
Forest Service trail standards as part of this project. User-created trails are estimated in Table 2-8.

New motorized trail construction and convert to trails routes would be open to non-motorized users as well. All
roads that are proposed as motorized mixed use or converted to OHV trail are shown in Appendix E - Alternative 2
Road Data.

All of the routes are designated by class of OHV according to State of Oregon. The State of Oregon considers all
vehicles intended for oft-highway use to be all-terrain vehicles (ATVs). AT Vs are broken into three classes as follows:

Class I ATV (quads, 3-wheelers)

e  Vehicles 50-inches wide or less, and
e Dry weight of 800 pounds or less

e  Hasa saddle or seat

e Travels on 3 or more tires
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Class I ATV (jeeps, sand rails, SUVs, etc)
e Vehicles wider than 50 inches, and
e  Dry weight more than 800 pounds

Class III ATV (motorcycles)
e  Vehicles on two tires

e  Dry weight less than 600 pounds

The State of Oregon defines an OHV as “term used to describe all vehicles designed for off-highway travel and

classified as one of the three classes of ATVs in Oregon.” OHV and ATV are used interchangeable in this document.
The State regulates and licenses vehicles. Because the recreating public is most familiar with State OHV classes, this
EIS uses State terminology to describe the permitted vehicles.

Table 2-6. Miles of OHV routes proposed by class for each system in Alternative 2.

Road Routes (miles)

Trail Routes (miles)

Total Route
OHV System OHYV Class Convertto | Motorized Existing New Trail Miles by
Trail Mixed Use Trails Construction Location
Bear Creek Class Il 0 0 0 39.1 39.1
Gibson Prairie Class | 1.8 5.1 4 43 15.2
Class |, Il, and 1l 5.4 19.1 0 0.4
LaDee Flats Classland Il 4.5 0 0 1.2 38.9
Class Il 0 8.3 0 0
. Class land I 47 8.8 32 0
McCubbins Gulch 50.6
Class Il 0 0 0 5.1
Peavine Class |, I, and llI 19.6 15.2 0 3 37.8
Rock Creek Classland Il 14.6 16.7 2.1 6.2 396
Total Miles 51 73 38 59 221

Table 2-7. Miles of roads to be decommissioned in Alternative 2.

OHV System | Miles
Bear Creek 0.0
Gibson Prairie 0.0
LaDee Flats 3.7
McCubbins Gulch 0.9
Peavine 8.0
Rock Creek 0.0
Total Miles 13
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Table 2-8. Miles of new trail construction, including estimated mileage of user-created
trails, for Alternative 2.

OHV System User-created Trails New Trail Construction

Bear Creek 0.0 39.1
Gibson Prairie 0.0 43
LaDee Flats 0.2 1.4
McCubbins Gulch 2.7 24
Peavine 1.1 1.9
Rock Creek 33 2.9
Totals 7.3 52.0
Grand Total 59.3

Each proposed system includes a staging area as shown in Table 2-9. The staging areas would be a day-use area that
serves as a trailhead for motorized recreation. McCubbins Gulch Campground would continue to be the staging area
for this OHV location. No improvements are proposed to any staging areas, except potentially a bathroom facility as
required by PDC RM-7. In this alternative, there are no restrictions on OHYV trails or use (e.g., nighttime use of trails
is permitted). All OHVs must follow State laws, including the use of headlights.

Table 2-9. Proposed staging areas for Alternative 2.

. s . s . Size Parking
OHYV System Site Description Legal Description ‘ (Acres) Capacity
Storage Pit, Road 16 T1S, ROE, Sec 9, NE1/4 0.4 11
Bear Creek -
Storage Pit, Road 1610 T1S, R9OE, Sec 10, NW1/4 04 9
Gibson Prairie Range Allotment Loading Area |T1S, R10E, Sec 11, SE1/4 0.7 18
LaDee Flats No Whisky Timber Sale Landing | T4S, R5E, Sec 20, NE1/4 1.0 30
McCubbins Gulch | McCubbins Campground T5S, R10E, Sec 24, SW1/4 8.0 20
Peavine Warm Springs Quarry T7S, R8E, Sec 2, SE1/4 5.2 150
Rock Creek Post Point Quarry T4S, R10E, Sec 26, NE1/4 4.1 130
Total Area/Capacity Across Forest 20 368

Alternative 2 includes two additional components. First, Alternative 2 includes one small OHV area (North Fork
Quarry) in the LaDee Flats location. This proposed OHV area is approximately four acres in size and is currently
used by OHVs. This OHV area is in a currently disturbed rock quarry. The quarry is located on Road 4610-120.

The legal description is T4S, R6E, Section 19, NE %, SE %. OHVs would not be permitted outside the North Fork
Quarry OHYV area. All staging areas and proposed OHV area are within rock quarries that may be needed for future
management activities. PDC RD-6 states: “Allow temporary suspension of use of staging areas and designated OHV
area, if necessary, where located in rock sources while rock resource operations are conducted” to avoid any conflicts.

Second, Alternative 2 would create a day-use area within the general area of the Rock Creek location. This area
imposes restrictions on campfires and overnight occupancy in a 3,533 acre area adjacent to Gate Creek Ditch in
the vicinity of the Sportsman’s Park community. The proposed day-use area overlays the Wildland-Urban Interface
(WUI) for Sportsman’s Park, as defined by Wasco County.
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As directed by PDC O-2 through O-6, the proposed OHV routes and staging areas in the Peavine, Gibson Prairie,

McCubbins Gulch, Rock Creek, and Bear Creek areas would be closed for part of the year.

e Peavine designated OHV routes would be closed to protect deer and elk winter range and habitat during deer
and elk calving season, and to prevent erosion from December 1 to June 15 (PDC O-2).

e  Gibson Prairie designated OHV routes would be closed to protect deer and elk winter range, and habitat during
deer and elk calving season from November 1 to June 15 (PDC O-3).

e  McCubbins Gulch and Rock Creek designated OHV routes would be closed to protect deer and elk winter range
from December 1 to April 1 (PDC O-4).

e Bear Creek designated OHV routes would be closed to prevent soil sedimentation on native trails from Novem-
ber 1 to June 1. No new construction would occur in Bear Creek from November 1 to June 1 to prevent erosion
(PDC O-5).

All new trails proposed for construction as well as road-to-trail conversions would be open to non-motorized
users. McCubbins Gulch proposed OHV system is currently open to mountain bikes, horses, and hikers as well as
motorized vehicles; this would remain unchanged in all action alternatives.

All designated routes would be depicted on the MVUM. The MVUM designates the roads, trails, and areas on an
administrative unit or a Ranger District of the National Forest System. The map would be updated on an annual
basis, as required by Forest Service direction and the Final Travel Management Rule, to reflect any changes in
the motor vehicle use across the Forest. Any changes to the motor vehicle access and use would require public
involvement and may include additional NEPA analysis. The MVUM would be the new enforcement tool; all
motorized recreationalists would need to consult the map to determine what routes are open. Routes would not
longer be required to be posted as closed.

Land Use Allocations

As described in Section 1.6 Land Use Allocations, the proposed routes cross through a variety of Forest Plan Land
Use Allocations and Northwest Forest Plan Land Use Allocations. Table 2-10 lists the LUAs for the six proposed
OHYV systems. The majority of roads (71 percent) and trails (80 percent) are located on C1-Timber Emphasis Lands.
For roads, an additional 12 percent are located in B3-Roaded Recreation and seven percent are located in B11-Deer
and Elk Summer Range. For trails, an additional seven percent are located on B10-Deer and Elk Winter Range and
five percent are located on B2-Scenic Viewshed. Less than five percent of the remaining miles of roads and trails are
located in the other LUAs.

The Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for the A3-Research Natural Areas, A4-Special Interest Areas, A7-Special
Old Growth, A9-Key Site Riparian, and B6-Special Emphasis Watershed discourage or prohibit OHV use. The roads
and trails included in this alternative are all existing motorized routes on the Forest. This includes 0.5 miles of trails
on A3 lands; 1.7 miles of roads on A4 lands; 0.3 miles of road on A7 lands; 0.5 miles of roads and 0.1 miles of trails
on A9 lands; and 0.3 miles of road and 4.1 miles of trail on B6 lands. No new OHYV trail construction would be
permitted in these LUAs.

Table 2-10. Forest Plan land use allocations for Alternative 2.

Land Use Allocation Miles of Roads' Miles of Trails Total Miles

Bear Creek OHV System

B6-Special Emphasis Watershed 0.0 1.8 1.8
C1-Timber Emphasis 0.0 37.3 37.3
Gibson Prairie OHV System

A3-Research Natural Area 0.0 0.5 0.5
A7-Special Old Growth 0.3 0.0 0.3
B2-Scenic Viewshed 0.0 14 14
B6-Special Emphasis Watershed 0.3 23 25
B10-Deer and Elk Winter Range 1.7 0.0 1.7
C1-Timber Emphasis 4.7 4.2 8.9
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Table 2-10. (continued)

Land Use Allocation Miles of Roads'’ Miles of Trails Total Miles
LaDee Flats OHV System
A4-Special Interest Area 1.7 0.0 1.7
A9-Key Site Riparian Area ? 0.2 0.0 0.2
B2-Scenic Viewshed 1.6 0.2 1.8
B3-Roaded Recreation 11.0 0.0 11.0
C1-Timber Emphasis 22.8 1.4 24.2
McCubbins Gulch OHV System
A1-Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers —
White River 0.0 0.4 0.4
B2-Scenic Viewshed 0.5 3.7 42
B10-Deer and Elk Winter Range 0.6 6.4 7.0
C1-Timber Emphasis 124 26.7 39.0
Peavine OHV System
A9-Key Site Riparian Area 0.3 0.1 0.4
B2-Scenic Viewshed 0.2 0.0 0.2
B3-Roaded Recreation 3.8 0.0 3.8
B11-Deer and Elk Summer Range 8.2 0.0 8.2
C1-Timber Emphasis 223 3.0 25.3
Rock Creek OHV System
B2-Scenic Viewshed 1.0 0.4 1.4
B4-Pine/Oak (Wildlife Emphasis) 3.8 2.5 6.2
C1-Timber Emphasis 26.5 54 31.9
GRAND TOTAL | 124 | 97 | 221

1 - Decommissioned roads are not included.
2 - Existing road located on the boundary of A9 lands.

Table 2-11 lists the Northwest Forest Plan Land Use Allocations for the six proposed systems. Overall, 90 percent of
the proposed routes are located on Matrix lands. The remaining ten percent are located in Late-Successional Reserves
(LSR). Approximately 0.1 miles of an existing road within an administratively withdrawn area is included in this
alternative.

Table 2-11. Northwest Forest Plan land use allocations for Alternative 2.

Land Use Allocation | Miles of Roads' | Miles of Trails | Total Miles
Bear Creek OHV System
Matrix | 0.0 | 39.1 | 39.1
Gibson Prairie OHV System
Administratively Withdrawn 2 0.3 0.5 0.8
Matrix 6.9 7.8 14.7
LaDee Flats OHV System
Late Successional Reserve 14.2 0.0 14.2
Matrix 23.1 1.6 24.7
McCubbins Gulch OHV System
Late Successional Reserve 2.0 5.8 7.8
Matrix 11.5 31.3 42.8
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Table 2-11. (continued)

Land Use Allocation ‘ Miles of Roads' ‘ Miles of Trails ‘ Total Miles
Peavine OHV System
Matrix | 34.8 | 3.0 | 378
Rock Creek OHV System
Administratively Withdrawn 2 0.1 0.0 0.1
Matrix 31.3 8.3 39.6
GRAND TOTAL | 124 | 97 | 222

1 - Decommissioned roads are not included
2 - Existing routes located in Administratively Withdrawn Area

In addition to these Northwest Forest Plan LUAs, proposed OHV routes are found within riparian reserves, which
overlap these allocations, as shown in Table 2-12. Approximately 10 percent of the proposed OHV routes are located
within riparian reserves. The effects of proposed OHV routes within these riparian reserves are discussed in Section
3.4 Water Quality and Section 3.5 Fisheries.

Table 2-12. Proposed OHV routes within Riparian Reserves for Alternative 2.

Miles of | Percent All | Miles of | PercentAll . Percent All

OHV System ‘ Roads’ ‘ Roads ‘ Trails ‘ Trails Total Miles Routes
Bear Creek 0.0 0.0% 24 0.0% 24 6.2%
Gibson Prairie 1.1 13.2% 0.1 2.0% 1.2 8.2%
LaDee Flats 5.1 322.8% 0.0 0.0% 5.1 13.1%
McCubbins Gulch 2.3 6.1% 4.2 31.3% 6.5 12.8%
Peavine 4.0 132.0% 0.7 2.0% 47 12.5%
Rock Creek 14 17.3% 0.6 1.8% 2.0 5.0%
Total 13.9 14.3% 8.1 6.5% 22.0 9.9%

1 - Decommissioned roads are not included

General Forest Area

The general forest area includes all remaining roads, trails and areas on the Forest, located in Clackamas, Multnomabh,
Hood River, and Wasco counties as well as small portions of Marion and Jefferson counties. After the Record of
Decision is signed for this project, no OHV use would be allowed outside of the designated routes, staging areas, and
North Fork Quarry OHV area (4-acres) as described in the previous section based on the direction in the Final Travel
Management Rule. Also, the Rule would prohibit cross-country OHV use. This would change the current OHV
policy on the Forest from “open unless posted closed” to “closed unless designated open” A Forest Plan Amendment
(as described in the following section) is required to accomplish this policy change. This does not change current
policy for the National Forest System road system: All licensed vehicles, including dual-sport motorcycles, are
allowed on roads. Licensed vehicles exclude quads and three-wheeled vehicles.

Forest Plan Amendment

Under the existing Forest Plan, eleven standards and guidelines allow cross-country OHV use off designated
routes (FW-447, FW-459, FW-465, A4-038, B1-077, B1-078, B1-079, B3-038, B11-037, C1-041, and C1-042). An
additional nine standards and guidelines require areas closed to OHV use to be posted (FW-413, FW-483, FW-543,
A3-006, A3-007, B1-082, B1-083, B5-001, and B5-002). These 20 standards and guidelines do not comply with the
Final Travel Management Rule. In addition, the monitoring element for Off-Road Vehicle Use (Forest Plan, page
5-69 to 5-70) would be replaced with the Monitoring Framework outlined in Section 2.5 as part of the proposed
Forest Plan Amendment. The proposed Monitoring Framework is more applicable to the actions proposed in the
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action alternatives and more accurately reflects the current Forest Service approach to monitoring. As a result, this
EIS proposes to amend these twenty standards and guidelines (Table 2-13) to limit OHV use to designated routes,
prohibit cross-country travel by OHVs, replace the enforcement tool to the MVUM, and to remove the requirement
to post areas or roads as closed to OHV use.

In addition, the proposed Forest Plan Amendment for Alternative 2 includes six additional standard and guidelines
that prohibit OHV use on existing roads and trails (A3-040, A4-039, A7-024, A9-039, B6-036 and B6-037). The
proposed amendment (Table 2-14) would allow historic OHV use to continue on existing roads and trails. No new
trail construction would be permitted in these Land Use Allocations. Section 3.16 Forest Plan Amendment analyzes
the significance of this amendment.

After implementation of this Forest Plan Amendment, only designated routes would be available for OHV use. All
other roads, trails, and areas would be closed to OHV use, unless additional NEPA analysis is completed. This would
be Amendment #17 to the Forest Plan.

Table 2-13. Proposed standards and guidelines for Forest Plan Amendment #17 for all action

alternatives. Suggested changes are italic or strikethrough print. The proposed changes limit OHV
use to designated routes, prohibit cross-country travel, replace the enforcement tool to the Motor
Vehicle Use Map (MVUM), and eliminate the requirement to post areas or roads closed to OHV use.

Standard | Page | Standard and GUIDELINE | PROPOSED Amendment
FW-413 4-95 | Roads, areas and trails closed or restricted to Roads, areas and trails elosed-orrestricted
Transportation recreational access shall be posted. opened to recreational access shall be
posted. designated on a map.
FW-447 4-97 | Off-road vehicle trails should not incorporate Off-road-vehicle trailsshould-notincorporate
Transportation open roads as part of the trail system. i LAl
off-road (off highway) routes and trails shall be
designated on a map.
FW-459 4-98 | Off-road vehicle (ORV) trails should not Off-road-vehicle {ORVtrailsshould-not
Dispersed incorporate open roads as part of the trail incorporate-openroads-aspartofthe-trail-
Recreation system. system. All off-road (off highway) routes and
trails shall be designated on a map.
FW-465 4-99 | Opportunities for ORV use should be available | Opportunities for ORV use should not
Dispersed except where not allowed by management be available except where not allowed
Recreation direction, and where determined to adversely | by management direction, and where
impact land capability and resource values (see | determined to not adversely impact land
Appendix C, Travel and Access Management capability and resource values {see-Appendix
Guide, and see Forest Transportation System/ € Traveland-AccessManagement Guide,and
Facilitates; Travel and Access Standards and seeforestTransportationSystem/Facilitates;
Guidelines) Fravetand-AceessStandards-and-Guidelines)
FW-483 4-102 | Areas, roads and segments of rivers closed to Areas, roads and segments of rivers elosed
Wild & Scenic vehicle use shall be posted. opened to vehicle use shall be posted.
Rivers designated on a map.
FW-543 4-106 | Areas, roads and segments of rivers closed to Areas, roads and segments of rivers closed
Visual Resource vehicle use shall be posted opened to vehicle use shall be posted.
Management designated on a map.
A3-006, A3-007 4-147 | Off-road vehicles (ORV) and non-motorized Off-road-vehicles{ORV-andnon-motorized-
Research Natural bicycle use shall be prohibited. RNAs shall be bicycte-tse-shaltbeprohibited- RNAsshattbe
Areas posted as closed to ORV and non-motorized posted-asclosedto-ORV-andnon-motorized-
bicycle use. bieycteuse. Off-road motorized vehicle use
shall not be permitted except on designated
routes. Only existing roads or trails shall be
designated on a map.
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Table 2-13. (continued)

S ENET | Page | Standard and GUIDELINE | PROPOSED Amendment
A4-038 4-156 |Recreational off-road vehicle use shall be Recreationatloff-road-vehicte-use-shattbe-
Special Interest prohibited except as noted in items 4 [A4-039] | prohibited-exceptasnotedinitems4{4-
Area and 5 [A4-040], below. 039}and-5[A4-040%,below. All off-road (off
highway) routes and trails shall be designated
on amap.
B1-077,B1-078, 4-216 | Within scenic and recreational river corridors, Within-scenic-and-recreationat-rivercorridors;
B1-079 motorized use shall be limited. motorized-use-shatHbelimited—1)-Motorized-
Wild, Scenic and 1) Motorized vehicles shall be permitted only vehiclesshattbe permitted-ontyonopen-
Recreational on open roads. roads:
Rivers 2) Off-road vehicles (ORV) may occur only on 2)Off-road-vehicles {ORY)-may-occurontyon
designated trails. i its. All off-road (off highway)
routes and trails shall be designated on a map.
B1-082, B1-083 4-216 | Areas, roads and segments of rivers closed to Areas, roads and segments of rivers elosed
Wild, Scenic and vehicle use shall be posted. Administrative use | opened to vehicle use shall be posted.
Recreational of motorized vehicles shall be allowed in all designated on a map. Administrative use of
Rivers river segments. motorized vehicles shall be allowed in all
river segments.
B3-038 4-232 | Off-road vehicle use shall be encouraged on Off-road-vehicle-use-shattbe-encouraged-on-
Roaded designated trails and/or areas. designated-traits-and/or-areas. All off-road (off
Recreation highway) routes and trails shall be designated
on amap.
B5-001, B5-002 4-242 | Off-road motorized vehicle use should not be Off-road motorized vehicle use shoeuld shall
Pileated permitted except on designated trails. All areas | not be permitted except on designated
Woodpecker and rails closed to off-road vehicle use shall be | traits routes. All ateas roads and trails ctosed
/ Pine Marten posted. open to off-road vehicle use shatt should be
Habitat Area posted. designated on a map).
B11-037 4-280 |Recreational motorized vehicle activity shall Recreationalmotorized-vehicte-activity-shalt-
Deer and Elk not be permitted except on open roads and notbepermitted-exceptonopentoadsand
Summer Range designated parking areas. i i - All off-road (off
highway) routes and trails shall be designated
on amap.
C1-041,C1-041 4-294 | Off-road vehicle (ORV) use should be Off-road-vehicle tORV)-tse-should-be-
Timber Emphasis encouraged. ORV use should be restricted encotraged-ORV-use-should-berestricted-
within specific areas with conflicting resource | within-specificareas-with-conflicting
objectives. resotrce-objectives: All off-road (off highway)
routes and trails shall be designated on a map.
Monitoring 5-69 |e Arehigh quality ORV opportunities Replace all language with the following.
Element: Off-Road provided in areas which are suitable for Are OHV remaining on the designated
Vehicle (ORV) Use ORYV use and the needs, skills, and interests | system of routes?
of users? e Are the trail widths being maintained or
e Are the ORV opportunities provided widened?
effective in minimizing conflicts between |e  Are the signs being maintained and
user groups and safe for users and the followed?
general public? e Isthe Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM)
e Are ORV opportunities being located, being updated and distributed
designated, and managed to minimize effectively on an annual basis?
the negative effects (within acceptable e s the selected alternative being
limits) on key fish and wildlife species and implemented properly? Is the selected
sensitive habitats? alternative having the intended effects?
e Are the project design criteria being
implemented properly? Are the design
criteria having the intended effect?
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Table 2-14. Additional proposed standards and guidelines for Forest Plan Amendment #17
for Alternative 2 - Proposed Action. Suggested changes are italic or strikethrough print. The
proposed changes allow OHV to continue using existing roads and trails; no new OHV trail
construction would be permitted.

STANDARD PAGE STANDARD AND GUIDELINE PROPOSED AMENDMENT
A3-40 4-149 | All forms of off-road vehicle use shall be AlHforms-of-off-road-vehicte-use-shaltbe-
Research Natural prohibited. prohibited: Off-road motorized vehicle use shall
Areas not be permitted except on designated routes.

A4-039 4-156 | Off-road vehicle uses in powerline rights- | Off-road-vehiclte-usesinpowertinerights-of-way-

Special Interest of-way should be allowed where consistent |shottdbe-altowed-where-consistent-with-other

Area with other management direction, e.g. managementdirection, e.g-riparianand-cultural

riparian and cultural resources protection. | resourcesprotection: Off-road motorized vehicle

use shall not be permitted except on designated
routes.

A7-024 4-172 | Recreation off-road vehicle use should be | ©ff-road-vehicte-usesinpowertinerights-of-way-

Special Old prohibited. shottd-be-altowed-whereconsistent-with-other

Growth managementdirection,e.g-tiparianand-culturat
resotrecesprotection: Off-road motorized vehicle
use shall not be permitted except on designated
routes. Only existing roads or trails shall be
designated.

A9-039 4-184 |Recreation off-road vehicle use, except Recreation-off-road-vehicle-use,exceptover-

Key Site Riparian over-snow vehicles, shall be prohibited. snow-vehicles,shaltbeprohibited: Off-road

motorized vehicle use shall not be permitted except
on designated routes. Only existing roads or trails

shall be designated.
B6-036, B6-037 4-251 | Recreational off-road vehicle use (other Recreational-off-road-vehicte-use{otherthan-
Special Emphasis than over-snow) shall be discouraged. ovet-snow)-shaltbe-discouraged-Recreational-
Watershed Recreational off-road vehicle use shall be off-road-vehiclte-use-shattbeprohibited-in-Stil-

prohibited in Still Creek and The Dalles €reekandThe Dalles Watershed-Management

Watershed Management Unit. Ynit: Off-road motorized vehicle use shall not
be permitted except on designated routes. Only
existing roads or trails shall be designated.

2.3.3. Alternative 3

Similar to the Proposed Action, Alternative 3 would change OHV access through much of the Forest. This alternative
considered all additional motorized routes proposed by the public during the scoping comment period. Alternative

3 designates additional routes in the Bear Creek, LaDee Flats, McCubbins Gulch, Peavine, and Rock Creek proposed
systems. Although the proposed OHV routes in the Gibson Prairie area decrease, the routes in Alternative 3 provide
access to a larger OHV system on private and Hood River County lands to the north*. In addition, two additional
locations are added to this alternative. The Graham Pass proposed system adds the existing Rho Ridge motorized trail
and an adjoining system of gravel roads and Mount Defiance adds a system of gravel roads that access existing Hood
River County* OHV routes. Figure 2-2 is a vicinity map for the eight locations proposed in Alternative 3.

In addition, recommendations resulting from government-to-government consultation were incorporated into this
alternative. Based on consultation with the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs, the routes in the proposed Peavine
system have been altered. The revised system does not include routes to the south of the Warm Spring River and
adds additional routes to the west. Based on recommendations from consultation with Wasco County, the routes

4 Maps of the county OHV systems are available from Hood River County and are contained in the project record located at the Mt. Hood National Forest
Headquarters in Sandy, Oregon.
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in the proposed Rock Creek system have been altered. The resulting system only includes one access route within

the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) and increases the mileage to the west. This system represents a compromise
between Wasco County and the residents of Sportsman’s Park. Overall, Alternative 3 allows OHV use on 223 miles

of roads and 102 miles of trails. After the Record of Decision is signed for this project, the Final Travel Management
Rule would require all OHV's to remain on these designated routes and area, and no OHV cross-country travel would
be permitted. OHVs would be permitted only on the routes and areas designated by the selected alternative.

The proposed OHV systems considered in Alternative 3 are: Bear Creek, Gibson Prairie, Graham Pass, LaDee

Flats, McCubbins Gulch, Mount Defiance, Peavine, and Rock Creek (see Appendix A, Alternative 3 OHV Proposal
Overview Map). Each of the proposed systems and components of Alternative 3 are discussed in the following
sections. The components include: general description, proposed OHV systems, land use allocations, and Forest Plan
Amendment.

General Description and Location of each Proposed OHV System

The general descriptions for Bear Creek, Gibson Prairie, LaDee Flats, McCubbins Gulch, Peavine, and Rock Creek
are the same as Alternative 2. The legal descriptions for several areas differ. For Gibson Prairie, the legal description
only includes T1N, R10E, Sections 1-2 and T1IN, R11E, Section 6 for this alternative. For McCubbins Gulch, the legal
description for the proposed routes is expanded to include R9E. For Rock Creek, the legal description is expanded to
include T3S, R10E, Sections 17-18, 21-22, 29 and 34. The legal descriptions for Bear Creek, LaDee Flats and Peavine
are the same as Alternative 2. See Appendix A for maps of each of these six proposed OHV systems for Alternative 3.
A general description and location for Graham Pass and Mount Defiance each are as follows.

Graham Pass: This proposed OHV system is located at the southern end of the Forest, along Rhododendron Ridge,
which separates the Collawash River watershed from the upper Clackamas River watershed. The location is 12 miles
northeast of the town of Detroit, in Clackamas and Marion Counties on the Clackamas River Ranger District and

is accessed by the 46 and 63 road systems. The legal description for the proposed routes is T7-9S, R7E in Clackamas
County, Oregon (see Appendix A, Alternative 3 OHV Proposal Graham Pass Map).

Elevations range from 2800 feet to 5200 feet. This system is located within the Collawash River and Upper Clackamas
River fifth field watersheds. Major streams in the general area include Clackamas River, Hunter Creek, Collawash
River, Berry Creek, Rhododendron Creek and Lowe Creek. This analysis area is very similar to Peavine with gentle
rounded slopes; glaciated, sandy and rocky soils with high infiltration. The area historically had a fair amount of big
game utilization. The general forested area includes westside lowland conifer and montane mixed conifer habitat

types.

Mount Defiance: The proposed OHV system is located on the eastern slopes of Mt. Defiance. The location is on the
Hood River Ranger District approximately eight miles west of Hood River in Hood River County. The OHV system
is accessed by 2820 Road. The legal description for the proposed routes is T2N, R9E, Sections 16, 21, and 28-29 in
Hood River County, Oregon (see Appendix A, Alternative 3 OHV Proposal Mount Defiance Map).

Elevations range from 3000 feet to 4200 feet. This system is located within the Hood River and West Fork Hood River
fifth field watersheds. The major stream in the area is Ditch Creek. This analysis area contains extremely rocky soils.
The area is Montane mixed conifer and is mostly summer range for deer and elk and contains no winter range.

Proposed OHV Systems

For each location, a system of OHV routes was proposed as summarized in Table 2-15. Similar to Alternative 2, new
motorized trail construction and convert to trails routes would be open to non-motorized users as well. The types of
routes and classes of OHV are described under the description of Alternative 2 — Proposed Action. All roads that are
proposed as motorized mixed use or converted to OHYV trail are shown in Appendix F — Alternative 3 Road Data.
The roads proposed to be decommissioned are summarized in Table 2-16 and the user-created trails are estimated in
Table 2-17.
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Figure 2-2. Vicinity Map for Alternative 3.
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Table 2-15. Miles of OHV routes proposed by class for each system in Alternative 3.

Road Routes (miles) Trail Routes (miles) Total Route
OHV System OHV Class Convertto | Motorized | Existing New Trail Miles by
Trail Mixed Use Trails Construction Location
Bear Creek Class Il 3 7.5 0 28.8 39.3
Gibson Prairie Class land Il 0.1 45 0 0.3 49
Class 1, 1l,and Ill 0 50.6 0 0
Graham Pass 63.2
Class Il 0 2.2 104 0
Class |, Il, and Il 4.3 17.9 0 0.3
LaDee Flats Class I and Il 14.5 0 0 5 42.0
Class Il 0 0 0
. Class land Il 7.3 3.2 25.6 0.7
McCubbins Gulch 60.1
Class Il 2.9 0 0 134
Mt. Defiance Classland Il 0 55 0 0 55
Peavine Classland Il 28.9 11.6 0.2 8.9 49.6
Rock Creek Classlandlll 25.9 26.6 2.1 6.6 61.2
Total Miles 94 130 38 64 326

Table 2-16. Miles of roads to be decommissioned in Alternative 3.

OHV System | Miles
Bear Creek 0.4
Gibson Prairie 0.0
Graham Pass 0.0
LaDee Flats 5.2
McCubbins Gulch 7.9
Mt. Defiance 0.0
Peavine 16.9
Rock Creek 43
Total Miles 35

Table 2-17. Miles of new trail construction, including estimated mileage of user-created trails, for
Alternative 3.

OHV System ‘ User-created Trails ‘ New Trail Construction

Bear Creek 0.6 28.2
Gibson Prairie 0.0 0.3
Graham Pass 0.0 0.0
LaDee Flats 0.2 5.1
McCubbins Gulch 3.1 11.0
Mount Defiance 0.0 0.0
Peavine 0.1 8.8
Rock Creek 0.8 5.8
Totals 4.8 59.2
Grand Total 64.0
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Six proposed systems include a staging area as shown in Table 2-18. The Gibson Prairie and Mount Defiance
proposed OHV systems do not include a staging area. Staging areas for these areas are provided by Hood River
County in the adjoining OHV systems. All staging areas would allow dispersed camping and would serve as a
trailhead for motorized recreation. McCubbins Gulch Campground would continue to be the staging area for this
OHYV location and would be the only developed campground. No improvements are proposed to any staging areas,
except potentially a bathroom facility as required by PDC RM-7. In this alternative, there are no restrictions on OHV
trails or use. All OHV riders must follow State laws, including the use of headlights.

Table 2-18. Proposed staging areas for Alternative 3.

. .. " Parking
OHYV System Site Description Legal Description Capacity
Storage Pit, Road 16 T1S, ROE, Sec 9, NE1/4 0.4 11
Bear Creek -
Storage Pit, Road 1610 T1S, ROE, Sec 10, NW1/4 0.4 9
Gibson Prairie No Staging Area
Graham Pass Lowe Creek Pit T7S, R7E, Sec 9, SE1/4 1.4 43
No Whisky Timber Sale T4S, RSE, Sec 20, NE1/4 1.0 30
LaDee Flats Landing
Round Wolf Pit T5S, R7E, Sec 1, NE1/4 2.2 64
McCubbins Campground | T5S, R10E, Sec 24, SW1/4 8.0 20
McCubbins Gulch | McCubbins Day-Use Site T5S, R10E, Sec 17, SE1/4 0.8 27
Path Timber Sale Landing | T5S, R10E, Sec 24, NW1/4 1.1 32
Mt. Defiance No Staging Area
Peavine Devil’s Ridge Quarry T6S, R8E, Sec 19, SE1/4 3.2 97
Rock Creek Post Point Quarry T4S, R10E, Sec 26, NE1/4 4.1 130
Total Area/Capacity Across Forest 23 463

Alternative 3 includes two additional components similar to Alternative 2. First, Alternative 2 includes one small
OHYV area (North Fork Quarry) in the LaDee Flats location. This proposed OHYV area is approximately four acres

in size and is currently used by OHVs. This OHV area is in a disturbed rock quarry. The quarry is located on Road
4610-120. The legal description is T4S, R6E, Section 19, NE %, SE %. OHVs would not be permitted outside the
North Fork Quarry OHV area. All staging areas and proposed OHV area are within rock quarries that may be
needed for future management activities. PDC RD-6 states: “Allow temporary suspension of use of staging areas and
designated OHV area, if necessary, where located in rock sources while rock resource operations are conducted” to
avoid any conflicts.

Second, Alternative 2 would create a day-use area within the general area of the Rock Creek location. This area
imposes restrictions on campfires and overnight occupancy in a 3,533 acre area adjacent to Gate Creek Ditch in
the vicinity of the Sportsman’s Park community. The proposed day-use area overlays the Wildland-Urban Interface
(WUI) for Sportsman’s Park, as defined by Wasco County.

As directed by PDC O-2 through O-7, the proposed OHV routes and staging areas in the Peavine, Gibson Prairie,
McCubbins Gulch, Rock Creek, Bear Creek, and Mount Defiance areas would be closed for part of the year.

e Peavine designated OHV routes would be closed to protect deer and elk winter range and habitat during deer
and elk calving season, and to prevent erosion from December 1 to June 15 (PDC O-2).

e  Gibson Prairie designated OHV routes would be closed to protect deer and elk winter range, and habitat during
deer and elk calving season from November 1 to June 15 (PDC O-3).
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e McCubbins Gulch and Rock Creek designated OHV routes would be closed to protect deer and elk winter range
from December 1 to April 1 (PDC O-4).

e Bear Creek designated routes would be closed to prevent soil sedimentation on native trails from November 1
to June 1. No new construction would occur in Bear Creek from November 1 to June 1 to prevent erosion (PDC
0-5).

e  Mount Defiance designated routes would be closed to protect deer and elk winter range from December 1 to
May 15 (PDC O-7).

The general forest area would remain the same as described in Alternative 2. Similar to Alternative 2, all designated
routes would be depicted on the MVUM. The MVUM would be the new enforcement tool; all motorized
recreationalists would need to consult the map to determine what routes are open. Routes would no longer be
required to be posted as closed.

Land Use Allocations

As described in Section 1.6 Land Use Allocations, the proposed routes cross through a variety of Forest Plan Land
Use Allocations and Northwest Forest Plan Land Use Allocations. Table 2-19 lists the LUAs for the eight proposed
OHYV systems. The majority of roads (68 percent) and trails (73 percent) are located on C1-Timber Emphasis
Lands. For roads, an additional seven percent are located in B11-Deer and Elk Summer Range and eight percent in
B2-Scenic Viewshed. For trails, an additional ten percent are located on B10-Deer and Elk Winter Range and nine
percent are located on B2-Scenic Viewshed. Less than five percent of the remaining miles of roads and trails are
located in the other LUAs.

Similar to Alternative 2, the Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for the A4-Special Interest Areas, A9-Key Site
Riparian, and B6-Special Emphasis Watershed discourage or prohibit OHV use. The roads and trails included in this
alternative are all existing motorized routes on the Forest. This includes 1.7 miles of roads on A4 lands; 0.4 miles of
roads on A9 lands; and 11.3 miles of road and 4.9 miles of trail on B6 lands. No new OHV trail construction would
be permitted in these LUAs.

Table 2-19. Forest Plan land use allocations for Alternative 3.

Land Use Allocation Miles of Roads ' Miles of Trails Total Miles
Bear Creek OHV System
B6-Special Emphasis Watershed 0.0 0.4 0.4
C1-Timber Emphasis 10.5 28.4 38.8
Gibson Prairie OHV System
B10-Deer and Elk Winter Range 0.2 0.0 0.2
C1-Timber Emphasis 4.3 0.3 4.6
Graham Pass OHV System
A9-Key Site Riparian 0.2 0.0 0.2
B2-Scenic Viewshed 3.8 0.0 3.8
B6-Special Emphasis Watershed 11.3 4.5 15.8
B8-Earthflow Area 0.5 0.0 0.5
B11-Deer and Elk Summer Range 9.0 35 12.6
B12-Backcountry Lakes 0.5 0.0 0.5
C1-Timber Emphasis 27.5 24 29.9
LaDee Flats OHV System
A4-Special Interest Area 1.7 0.0 1.7
A9-Key Site Riparian Area ? 0.2 0.0 0.2
B2-Scenic Viewshed 14 0.0 1.4
B3-Roaded Recreation 10.6 0.0 10.6
C1-Timber Emphasis 22.9 53 28.2
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Table 2-19. (continued)

Land Use Allocation Miles of Roads ' Miles of Trails Total Miles
McCubbins Gulch OHV System
A1-Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers —
White River 0.0 04 04
B2-Scenic Viewshed 4.1 5.1 9.2
B10-Deer and Elk Winter Range 4.0 9.7 13.7
C1-Timber Emphasis 12.3 24.5 36.8
Mt. Defiance OHV System
C1-Timber Emphasis 55 0.0 55
Peavine OHV System
B2-Scenic Viewshed 6.4 2.6 9.0
B11-Deer and Elk Summer Range 7.7 0.0 7.7
C1-Timber Emphasis 26.4 6.5 329
Rock Creek OHV System
A6-Semi-Primitive Roaded Recreation 4.3 0.0 4.3
B2-Scenic Viewshed 2.2 1.4 3.6
B4-Pine/Oak (Wildlife Emphasis) 3.6 0.3 3.9
C1-Timber Emphasis 425 7.0 49.5
GRAND TOTAL 223 102 326

1 - Decommissioned roads are not included
2 - Existing road located on the boundary of A9 lands

Table 2-20 lists the Northwest Forest Plan Land Use Allocations for proposed OHV systems. Overall, 92 percent
of the proposed routes are located on Matrix lands. Seven percent are located in Late-Successional Reserves (LSR).
Approximately 4.2 miles of an existing road within an administratively withdrawn area is included in this alternative.

Table 2-20. Northwest Forest Plan land use allocations for Alternative 3.

Land Use Allocation | Miles of Roads ' | Miles of Trails | Total Miles
Bear Creek OHV System

Matrix | 10.5 | 288 | 393
Gibson Prairie OHV System

Matrix | 46 | 03 | 4.9
Graham Pass OHV System

Matrix | 52.8 | 10.4 | 63.2
LaDee Flats OHV System

Late Successional Reserve 13.8 0.2 14.0
Matrix 229 5.1 28.0
McCubbins Gulch OHV System

Late Successional Reserve 33 4.6 7.9
Matrix 171 35.1 52.2
Mt. Defiance OHV System

Matrix 5.5 0.0 5.5
Peavine OHV System

Late Successional Reserve 0.3 0.0 0.3
Matrix 40.2 9.1 49.3
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Land Use Allocation Miles of Roads ' Miles of Trails Total Miles
Rock Creek OHV System

Administratively Withdrawn ? 4.2 0.0 4.2
Late Successional Reserve 0.8 0.0 0.8
Matrix 47.5 8.7 56.2
GRAND TOTAL 224 102 326

1 - Decommissioned roads are not included
2 - Existing routes located in Administratively Withdrawn Area

In addition to these Northwest Forest Plan LUAs, proposed OHV routes are found within riparian reserves, which
overlap these allocations, as shown in Table 2-21. Approximately 10 percent of the proposed OHV routes are located
within riparian reserves. The effects of proposed OHV routes within these riparian reserves are discussed in Section
3.3 Hydrology and Section 3.4 Fisheries.

Table 2-21. Proposed OHV routes within Riparian Reserves for Alternative 3.

Miles of | Percent All | Miles of | PercentAll . Percent All

OHV System ‘ Roads'’ ‘ Roads ‘ Trails ‘ Trails Total Miles Routes
Bear Creek 0.7 6.7% 0.4 1.4% 1.1 2.8%
Gibson Prairie 0.9 20.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.9 18.8%
Graham Pass 10.7 20.3% 0.4 3.8% 11.1 17.6%
LaDee Flats 4.2 11.4% 0.0 0.0% 4.2 10.0%
McCubbins Gulch 2.0 9.8% 4.0 10.1% 6.0 10.0%
Mt. Defiance 0.2 3.6% 0.0 0.0% 0.2 3.6%
Peavine 5.8 14.3% 0.8 8.8% 6.6 13.3%
Rock Creek 3.5 6.7% 0.4 4.6% 3.9 6.4%
Total 28.0 12.6% 6.0 5.9% 34.0 10.4%

1 - Decommissioned roads are not included

Forest Plan Amendment

Alternative 3 includes a Forest Plan Amendment incorporating the 20 standards and guidelines that do not comply
with the Final Travel Management Rule. These are described under Alternative 2 and Table 2-13. This amendment
limits OHV use to designated routes, prohibits cross-country travel by OHVs, replaces the enforcement tool to the
MVUM, and removes the requirement to post areas or roads as closed to OHV use.

In addition, the proposed Forest Plan Amendment for Alternative 3 includes two additional standard and guidelines
that prohibit OHV use on existing roads and trails (A4-039 andA9-039). The proposed amendment (Table 2-22)
would allow historic OHV use to continue on existing roads and trails. No new trail construction would be permitted
in these Land Use Allocations. Section 3.16 Forest Plan Amendment analyzes the significance of this amendment.

After implementation of this Forest Plan Amendment, only designated routes would be available for OHV use. All

other roads, trails, and areas would be closed to OHV use, unless additional NEPA analysis is completed. This would
be Amendment #17 to the Forest Plan.
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Table 2-22. Additional proposed standards and guidelines for Forest Plan Amendment #17
for Alternative 3. Suggested changes are italic or strikethrough print. The proposed changes
allow OHV to continue using existing roads and trails; no new OHYV trail construction would be

permitted.
STANDARD PAGE STANDARD AND GUIDELINE PROPOSED AMENDMENT

A4-039 4-156 | Off-road vehicle uses in powerline rights- | Off-road-vehicle-usesin-powerlinerights-of-way-

Special Interest of-way should be allowed where consistent | shotitd-be-altowed-where-consistentwith-other

Area with other management direction, e.g. managementdirection, e-g-riparian-and-culturat

riparian and cultural resources protection. | resotreesprotection: Off-road motorized vehicle

use shall not be permitted except on designated
routes.

A9-039 4-184 | Recreation off-road vehicle use, except Recreation-off-road-vehicle-use,exceptover-

Key Site Riparian over-snow vehicles, shall be prohibited. snow-vehicles; shaltbe-prohibited: Off-road
motorized vehicle use shall not be permitted
except on designated routes. Only existing roads or
trails shall be designated.

2.3.4. Alternative 4

Similar to the Proposed Action and Alternative 3, Alternative 4 would change OHV access through much of

the Forest. This alternative considered all scoping comments and government-to-government consultation that
recommended dropping a proposed OHV system or reducing the number of routes within a proposed system. The
following changes were incorporated into this alternative.

e The Bear Creek proposed OHV system is dropped from this alternative to minimize the environmental effects
associated with new construction.

e The Gibson Prairie proposed OHV system was dropped from this alternative to address wildlife concerns as well
as concerns associated with the previous illegal trail construction. Dropping this proposed system also eliminates
any potential user conflicts with the Long Prairie Range Allocation permittee.

e  The Abbott Road section of the LaDee Flats proposed OHV system is eliminated from this alternative to address
concerns associated with managing the transportation system and providing adequate law enforcement coverage.

e The McCubbins Gulch proposed OHV system does not include the single-track trails to the west and modifies
the Proposed Action to “clean up” some user-created routes. This alternative does not include any motorized
mixed-use on paved roads.

e The Peavine proposed OHV system was dropped from this alternative to address potential fisheries and wildlife
effects as well as concerns associated with the proximity to the Pacific Crest Trail.

e All routes within the WUI portion of the Rock Creek proposed OHV system were dropped from this alternative,
including an access route from Sportsman’s Park.

e  No additional locations were included in this alternative.

This alternative reduces the OHV routes included in the LaDee Flats and McCubbins Gulch proposed OHV systems
and eliminates all OHV use in the Bear Creek, Gibson Prairie, Graham Pass, Mount Defiance, and Peavine proposed
systems. Figure 2-3 is a vicinity map for the three locations proposed in Alternative 4. Overall, Alternative 4 allows
OHYV use on 59 miles of roads and 40 miles of trails. After the Record of Decision is signed for this project, the Final
Travel Management Rule would require all OHV's to remain on these designated routes and area, and no OHV cross-
country travel would be permitted. OHV's would be permitted only on the routes and areas designated by the selected
alternative.

The three locations considered in Alternative 4 are: LaDee Flats, McCubbins Gulch and Rock Creek (see Appendix
A, Alternative 4 OHV Proposal Overview Map). Each of the proposed systems and components of Alternative 4 are
discussed in the following sections. The components include: general description, proposed OHV systems, land use
allocations, and Forest Plan Amendment.
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General Description and Location of each Proposed OHV System

The general descriptions for LaDee Flats, McCubbins Gulch and Rock Creek are the same as Alternative 2. The
legal descriptions for McCubbins Gulch and Rock Creek are the same as Alternative 2. For LaDee Flats, the legal
description for the proposed routes only includes T4S, R5-6E and T4S, R7E, Section 18. None of the other proposed
OHYV systems described in the previous alternatives are included in Alternative 4. See Appendix A for maps of each
of these three proposed OHV systems for Alternative 4.

Proposed OHV Systems

For each of the proposed systems, a system of OHV routes was proposed as summarized in Table 2-23. Similar to
Alternative 2, new motorized trail construction and convert to trails routes would be open to non-motorized users
as well. The types of routes and classes of OHV are described under the description of Alternative 2 — Proposed
Action. All roads that are proposed as motorized mixed use or converted to OHV trail are shown in Appendix G -
Alternative 4 Road Data. The proposed decommissioned roads are summarized in Table 2-24 and the user-created
trails are estimated in Table 2-25.

Table 2-23. Miles of OHV routes proposed by class for each system in Alternative 4.

Road Routes (miles) Trail Routes (miles) Total Route
OHV System OHV Class Convertto | Motorized Existing New Trail Miles by
Trail Mixed Use Trails Construction Location
Class |, I, and Il 4.2 9.2 0 0.1
LaDee Flats 25.2
Class land lll 6.7 0 0 5
McCubbins Class 1 and Ill 7.3 0 256 07 336
Gulch
Rock Creek Class land Il 15.1 16.9 2.1 3.2 37.3
Total Miles 33 26 28 9 96

Table 2-24. Miles of roads to be decommissioned in Alternative 4.

OHYV Location | Miles
LaDee Flats 5.1
McCubbins Gulch 54
Rock Creek 1.9
Total Miles 12

Table 2-25. Miles of new trail construction, including estimated mileage of user-created trails.

OHV System | User-created Trails | New Trail Construction
LaDee Flats 0.2 4.9
McCubbins Gulch 0.0 0.7
Rock Creek 0.2 3.0
Totals 0.4 8.6
Grand Total 9.0
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All proposed systems include a staging area as shown in Table 2-26. Staging areas would serve as a trailhead for
motorized recreation and would not allow dispersed camping. McCubbins Gulch Campground would continue
to be the staging area for this OHV location and would be the only developed campground. No improvements are
proposed to any staging areas, except potentially a bathroom facility as required by PDC RM-7. In this alternative,
OHYV trails would only be open during daylight hours. All OHV must follow State laws.

Table 2-26. Proposed staging areas for Alternative 4.

. " — Size Parking
OHYV System Site Description Legal Description ‘ (Acres) | Capacity
LaDee Flats No Whisky Timber Sale T4S, RSE, Sec 20, NE1/4 1.0 30
Landing
McCubbins Campground T5S, R10E, Sec 24, SW1/4 8.0 20
McCubbins Gulch McCubbins Day-Use Site T5S, R10E, Sec 17, SE1/4 0.8 27
Path Timber Sale Landing | T5S, R10E, Sec 24, NW1/4 1.1 32
Rock Creek Post Point Quarry T4S, R10E, Sec 26, NE1/4 4.1 130
Total Area/Capacity Across Forest 15 239

In addition to these proposed routes and staging areas, Alternative 4 includes one small OHV area (North Fork
Quarry) in the LaDee Flats OHV system. This proposed OHV area is approximately four acres in size and is currently
used by OHVs. The quarry is located on Road 4610-120. The legal description is T4S, R6E, Section 19, NE %, SE %4.
OHVs would not be permitted outside of this area or designated routes. As directed by PDC O-4, the McCubbins
Gulch and Rock Creek proposed OHV routes and staging areas would be closed from December 1 to April 1. All
staging areas and proposed OHV area are within rock quarries that may be needed for future management activities.
PDC RD-6 states: “Allow temporary suspension of use of staging areas and designated OHV area, if necessary, where
located in rock sources while rock resource operations are conducted” to avoid any conflicts.

The general forest area would remain the same as described in Alternative 2. Similar to Alternative 2, all proposed
routes would be depicted on the MVUM. The MVUM would be the new enforcement tool; all motorized
recreationalists would need to consult the map to determine what routes are open. Routes would no longer be
required to be posted as closed.

Land Use Allocations

As described in Section 1.6 Land Use Allocations, the proposed routes cross through a variety of Forest Plan Land
Use Allocations and Northwest Forest Plan Land Use Allocations. Table 2-27 lists the LUAs for the three proposed
OHYV systems. The majority of roads (95 percent) and trails (87 percent) are located on C1-Timber Emphasis Lands.
For roads, the remaining five percent are located in B2-Scenic Viewshed. For trails, an additional six percent are
located on B2-Scenic Viewshed. Less than one percent of the remaining miles of roads and trails are located in the
other LUAs.

Similar to Alternative 2, the Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for the A9-Key Site Riparian, discourage or

prohibit OHV use. Approximately 0.2 miles of road on A9 lands is included in the LaDee Flats location. These are
existing roads on the boundary of the LUA. Since LUAs are not buffered, motorized use is permitted on this road.
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Table 2-27. Forest Plan land use allocations for Alternative 4.

Land Use Allocation Miles of Roads ' Miles of Trails Total Miles
LaDee Flats OHV System
A9-Key Site Riparian Area 2 0.2 0.0 0.2
B2-Scenic Viewshed 14 0.0 14
C1-Timber Emphasis 18.5 5.0 23.6
McCubbins Gulch OHV System
A1-Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers — White River 0.0 0.4 0.4
B2-Scenic Viewshed 0.9 2.6 35
B10-Deer and Elk Winter Range 0.1 1.2 1.4
C1-Timber Emphasis 6.3 22.0 28.3
Rock Creek OHV System
B2-Scenic Viewshed 0.8 0.3 1.1
C1-Timber Emphasis 31.1 5.0 36.0
GRAND TOTAL 59 37 96

1 - Decommissioned roads are not included
2 - Existing road located on the boundary of A9 lands

Table 2-28 lists the Northwest Forest Plan Land Use Allocations for the three proposed systems. Overall, 93 percent
of the proposed routes are located on Matrix lands. Seven percent are located in Late-Successional Reserves (LSR).
Approximately 0.1 miles of an existing road within an administratively withdrawn area is included in this alternative.

Table 2-28. Northwest Forest Plan land use allocations for Alternative 4.

Land Use Allocation Miles of Roads 1 Miles of Trails Total Miles
LaDee Flats OHV System
Late Successional Reserve 0.2 0.0 0.2
Matrix 19.9 5.1 25.0
McCubbins Gulch OHV System
Late Successional Reserve 24 4.1 6.5
Matrix 49 22.2 27.1
Rock Creek OHV System
Administratively Withdrawn 2 0.1 0.0 0.1
Matrix 31.9 53 37.2
GRAND TOTAL 59 37 96

1 - Decommissioned roads are not included
2 - Existing routes located in Administratively Withdrawn Area

In addition to these Northwest Forest Plan LUAs, proposed OHV routes are found within riparian reserves, which
overlap these allocations, as shown in Table 2-29. Approximately eight percent of the proposed OHV routes are
located within riparian reserves. The effects of proposed OHV routes within these riparian reserves are discussed in
Section 3.3 Hydrology and Section 3.4 Fisheries.
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Table 2-29. Proposed OHV routes within Riparian Reserves for Alternative 4.

. Miles of | Percent All | Miles of | PercentAll . Percent All
OHVlLocation ‘ Roads ' ‘ Roads ‘ Trails ‘ Trails Total Miles Routes
LaDee Flats 2.9 14.2% 0.0 0.0% 2.9 11.3%
McCubbins Gulch 1.5 20.4% 1.9 7.2% 34 10.1%
Rock Creek 2.0 6.2% 0.1 1.9% 2.1 5.6%
Total 6.3 10.6% 2.0 5.4% 8.3 8.6%

1 - Decommissioned roads are not included

Forest Plan Amendment

Alternative 4 includes a Forest Plan Amendment incorporating the 20 standards and guidelines that do not comply
with the Final Travel Management Rule. These are described under Alternative 2 and Table 2-13. This amendment
limits OHV use to designated routes, prohibits cross-country travel by OHVs, replaces the enforcement tool to

the MVUM, and removes the requirement to post areas or roads as closed to OHV use. Section 3.16 Forest Plan
Amendment analyzes the significance of this amendment.

After implementation of this Forest Plan Amendment, only designated routes would be available for OHV use. All
other roads, trails, and areas would be closed to OHV use, unless additional NEPA analysis is completed. This would
be Amendment #17 to the Forest Plan.

2.4. Project Design Criteria

Project design criteria (PDC) were developed to reduce or eliminate potential impacts off-highway vehicles (OHV)
may cause. PDC define a set of conditions or requirements that an activity must meet to avoid or minimize potential
effects on sensitive resources. All PDC are required for both all action alternatives. PDC are not optional and are
incorporated in the effects analysis.

OHV Routes (Seasonal Restrictions, Rerouting)

O-1: Roads converted to trails would be designated as OHV trails and maintained to trail standards, rather than
road standards.

0-2: Peavine designated routes would be closed to protect deer and elk winter range and habitat during deer
and elk calving season, and to prevent erosion from December 1 to June 15.

O-3: Gibson Prairie designated routes would be closed to protect deer and elk winter range, and habitat during
deer and elk calving season from November 1 to June 15.

O-4: McCubbins Gulch and Rock Creek designated routes would be closed to protect deer and elk winter range
from December 1 to April 1.

O-5: Bear Creek designated routes would be closed to prevent soil sedimentation on native trails from Novem-
ber 1 to June 1. No new construction would occur in Bear Creek from November 1 to June 1 to prevent
erosion.

0O-6: New construction in Bear Creek would avoid talus slopes in order to protect heritage resource sites and

habitat for sensitive salamander species.

O-7: Mount Defiance designated routes would be closed to protect deer and elk winter range from December 1
to May 15.
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Recreation Management

RM-1: Develop and implement a sign plan for all designated OHV routes that includes measures to mitigate

RM-2:

RM-3:

RM-4:

RM-5:
RM-6:
RM-7:
RM-8:
RM-9:
RM-10:
Roads

RD-1:

RD-2:

RD-3:

RD-4:

RD-5:

RD-6:

RD-7:

RD-8:

motorized-mixed use on forest roads. Post signs on designated OHV routes indicating appropriate vehicle
classes.

Feature loop routes, and minimize dead end routes during route design.

Design and build trails to standard using guidelines from the Forest Service Handbook 2309.18, Trails
Management. These guidelines provide for visitor safety and help prevent resource damage.

Use curvilinear design for new trails to decrease rider speed, increase user interest and challenge, and
minimize the number of trees to be removed during construction.

Locate new trails in ways that discourage and minimize off-trail travel access.
Where feasible, utilize existing openings for staging areas.

Provide restroom facilities, as usage warrants, at designated OHV staging areas.
Target shooting is prohibited in all OHV staging areas.

OHYV trails are open to other (non-motorized) trail users unless posted otherwise.

ATYV stickers are required for all Class I, IT and IIT OHV on designated National Forest routes.

All motorized mixed-use roads within the designated OHV locations should be signed to notify the user
that there are OHV using the route and that all users must “share the road”

Routes should be maintained to provide the appropriate stopping sight distance based on posted speed
limit or prevailing speed within the designated OHV locations.

The Forest Service may restrict OHV access and/or commercial use on routes to reduce risks during
commercial haul or Special Events.

Encourage the daytime use of headlights/taillights, if so equipped, in all areas.

Planned road/trail intersections would be located based on site-specific examination for risk. Existing
road/trail intersections should be analyzed for safety and appropriate action taken.

Allow temporary suspension of use of staging areas and designated OHV area, if necessary, where located
in rock sources while rock resource operations are conducted.

All roads proposed to be closed to all traffic would be actively obliterated® within sight distance from the
designated OHV route. The remaining length of decommissioned road should be left in hydrologically
stable condition. Actions to achieve hydrologic stability could include, but are not limited to, culvert
removal, water bar, and ditch cleaning.

Decommission the following roads within the Bear Creek location under Alternatives 2 and 3: 1630-620,
1630-630, 1630-640, 1630-650, and 1630-660.

5 Road obliteration would be done using active (i.e.,, mechanical) methods. Active obliteration would require work, such as slope rehabilitation and culvert
removal. Any drainage structures to be removed or treated, such as culverts, bridges, or fords, must be accomplished in such a way that restores natural
drainage. Additionally, a barrier closure device or feature (i.e., berm, gate, or guardrail) may be constructed at the beginning to deter vehicle access.

Chapter 2 — 36



Chapter 2 - Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action

RD-9:

RD-10:

RD-11:

For the Bear Creek designated routes, remove all culverts and maintain the trail standards for all roads
proposed to be converted to OHYV trails (Alternative 3).

Fish passage barrier culverts on roads proposed to be closed should be removed.

Review individual Motorized Mixed Use Reports for identified site specific hazards and recommendations
prior to implementation, and implement the measures as appropriate.

Law Enforcement

LE-1:

LE-2:

LE-3:

LE-4:

LE-5:

Forest Service Law Enforcement should coordinate with County Sheriffs’ Offices that currently receive
state OHV funding to plan for OHV emphasis patrols.

Plan and schedule for increased patrols during high use periods that can be utilized and implemented by
Forest staff.

Employees and equipment should be readily identifiable as Forest Service personnel and equipment to
provide for compliance and violation prevention efforts.

Increase public awareness of designated OHV routes through field contacts with forest visitors.

Coordinate volunteers with Forest employees for OHV emphasis patrols on All Terrain Vehicles (ATV),
motorcycles, and/or 4X4 trucks.

Public Awareness and Education

EDU-1:

EDU-2:

EDU-3:

EDU-4:

EDU-5:

Maintain the Forest web page with OHV information including the most current version of the MVUM.

Annually update the MVUM incorporating information from the public and changes in resource
conditions.

Use interpretive signing at trailheads or staging areas, meet/make presentations to OHV clubs and other
user groups, and publish/distributes brochures, as appropriate, to promote heritage resource protection
goals.

A contact number for spills of hazardous materials would be provided in OHV educations pamphlets and
education signs at staging areas. Preventing spills and contamination would be included into the rider
education program.

In accordance with the Mt. Hood National Forest Invasive Plant Prevention Measures, develop and
distribute informational materials at key locations (e.g., campgrounds, picnic areas, parking lot/staging
areas, trailheads, boat launches, Visitor Centers, and District Offices). \Information should include “tips”
for recreation users on ways to minimize the risk of introducing or spreading invasive plants, and a contact
name or agency.

Wildlife Management

WM-1:

WM-2:

WM-3:

WM-4:

Trail construction and maintenance (activities requiring motorized equipment, i.e., chain saw use) should
be restricted to avoid impacts to landbirds, elk, deer, and spotted owls, as determined by a qualified wildlife
biologist.

Avoid removing any trees with existing cavity nesting holes. Consider replacement of lost nesting habitat
by installing artificial nesting habitat near the project area.

If a raptor or Northern spotted owl nest is found, then OHV trail construction should minimize the loss of
young birds.

Trees felled for trail construction and maintenance would be retained in place, or near the site, for forest
floor users. Down logs cut to open a trail would have the section of log remain on site and not sectioned if
possible. Down logs would not be designated for firewood cutting.
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Invasive Plants

IP-1:

IP-2:

IP-3:

OHYV routes and OHV staging areas would be managed for invasive plants according to the Mt. Hood Site
Specific Invasive Plant Treatment Record of Decision and Final Environmental Impact Statement (2005).

Use native species unless it can be shown that they would not successfully establish. The use of native plant
materials should also extend to using nursery grown native shrub and tree seedlings and to making field
transplants.

No new trail construction would occur in the Bear Creek location until all existing invasive plant sites have
been treated. Treatment would follow the Mt. Hood Site Specific Invasive Plant Treatment Environmental
Impact Statement Record of Decision and Final Environmental Impact Statement (2005).

Soil and Erosion Control

S-1:

S-2:

S-3:

S-4:

S-5:

S-6:

S-7:

S-8:

When a road or trail section is realigned, the old route should be concurrently decommissioned and
properly drained. Preventing future use of the abandoned route is a primary goal.

Route locations should take advantage of existing constructed features such as abandoned roads, utility
corridors, and access roads to use previously disturbed areas.

A comprehensive erosion control plan should be developed and would include measures such as
“Minimize soil erosion by controlling drainage and runoft; and by minimizing areas of cut and fill.
Drainage structures should be constructed in fall so they are fully operational by the time wet weather
arrives”

Monitor areas of cut and fill to identify any remaining stability problems that develop over time. Some sites
may require additional level of erosion control. This would be an ongoing project and should be planned
for early and often during the first snowmelt period following construction.

When using heavy equipment to build or maintain routes, use care to not blade fine materials off the road
or trail. This creates the “berm” problems and the fine dirt is necessary for a usable tread.

In the LaDee Flats location, close sections not identified on trail system to allow native revegetation
establishment.

Install appropriate erosion control measures in areas within at least 25 feet of stream crossings, wetlands,
seeps and springs on designated OHV routes (roads and trails).

Salvage topsoil to an appropriate depth (usually about 6-inches) from construction sites (e.g., routes,
parking lots) and stockpile for use in reclamation. Scarify compacted areas prior to re-vegetation efforts.

Water Resources

WR-1:

WR-2:

WR-3:
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All routes and staging areas should be located and designed to minimize erosion, sedimentation, and
hazardous materials from leaching into surface waters. Minimize erosion from OHYV routes by designing
and maintaining proper drainage structures with adequate spacing of water bars especially before stream
crossings.

For construction related activities, fueling of gas-powered machinery should not occur within 150-feet of
any live waters, without extra protective measures, to maintain water quality.

If piling and burning are needed, then it should be done at least 100-feet away from surface water with as
little disturbance as possible.
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WR-4:

WR-5:

WR-6:

WR-7:

WR-8:

WR-9:

WR-10:

WR-11:

WR-12:

Stream crossings on new construction or reconstruction routes should be designed to prevent the
restriction of expected flood flows. Perennial streams should have bridge crossings. All new crossings over
fish bearing streams should incorporate stream simulation designs.

Establish fords only in stream segments that would not cause sedimentation or stream bank erosion. These
conditions are generally where the stream channel is comprised of bedrock, boulders or cobbles and the
bank slopes are low, dry, and stable. It may be necessary to harden approaches to minimize sedimentation
and erosion. Fords would not be permitted in fish bearing or perennial streams.

Minimize soil surface compaction and disturbance in Riparian Reserves. Only allow use of heavy
construction equipment in this environment during periods when the soil is least susceptible to

compaction or rutting.

When possible, schedule construction activities within Riparian Reserves during dry periods or low water
periods.

Discourage off-trail OHV use in Riparian Reserves and at stream crossings by the use of barriers or other
methods. Special emphasis should be given to Key Site Riparian areas.

Existing road and trail crossings on fish bearing streams should be upgraded to provide unimpeded fish
passage.

All in-water OHV route construction and maintenance would occur during the appropriate Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) in-water work window.

Dispose of spoils/fill materials in stable areas and away from stream channels.

Wetlands, seeps and springs should be avoided where possible during final trail location or when not
possible utilize construction techniques to avoid resource damage.

Heritage Resources

HR-1:

HR-2:

HR-3:

HR-4:

HR-5:

Significant heritage resources within the project Area of Potential Effects (APE) would be provided

an appropriate degree of protection to preserve/conserve their values. Protection measures would be
developed in consultation with the Oregon State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), appropriate Tribes,
and, if necessary, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP).

For proposed new construction, protection of heritage resources should avoid the site if possible. Travel
routes with the potential to adversely affect significant heritage resources would be rerouted or realigned
away from the resources. Distances would vary depending on the nature of the individual resource, local
topography, and vegetation density.

For prehistoric sites primarily characterized by surface exposures of lithic artifact material in an existing
trail tread or wheel track, site “hardening” methods may be employed as a protective measure. Normally,
geotextile fabric and fill would be used to stabilize eroding surfaces and exposed cultural deposits within
site boundaries. Depth of fill would be determined by slope and soil conditions.

To reduce threat of artifact theft and motorized vehicle damage to heritage resources adjacent to but
outside designated travel routes, barricades and vegetative screening should be employed as a protective
measure.

Where avoidance or site hardening of heritage resources is not feasible, measures would be developed to

reduce adverse effects. Such measures may include archaeological data recovery, and would be developed
in consultation with SHPO, appropriate Tribes, and ACHP.
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Wildland Fire

WEF-1:

WE-2:

Range

R-1:

R-2:

Measures for reducing the potential for human-caused fires during elevated fire danger levels (High to
Extreme) would be implemented (e.g., trail closures, campfire restrictions, increased signing).

OHYV would be compliant with State and Forest Service laws, regulation and standards. (e.g., spark
arrestors).

Install cattle guards or appropriate devices (avoid using non self-closing gates) where OHV trails cross
range allotment fencing.

In the Gibson Prairie area, use signing and possibly temporary closures to make the OHV use in staging
area compatible with livestock permittee equipment used (e.g., temporary livestock panels, gates and
loading chute).

Road Decommissioning®:

DM-1:

DM-2:

DM-3:

DM-4.

DM-5:

DM-6:

DM-7:

DM-8:

Ensure that an experienced professional fisheries biologist, hydrologist or technician is involved in the
design of road decommissioning and/or culvert removal/replacement projects. The experience should be
commensurate with technical requirements of a project.

Follow the appropriate Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) guidelines for timing of in-water
work. Exceptions to the ODFW in-water work windows must be requested by the Forest or its contractors,
and subsequently approved by ODFW.

Project actions would follow all provisions and requirements (including permits) of the Clean Water Act
for maintenance of water quality standards as described by the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality.

All equipment used for restoration work shall be cleaned and leaks repaired prior to entering the project
area. Remove external oil and grease, along with dirt, mud and plant parts prior to entering National
Forest system lands. Thereafter, inspect equipment daily for leaks or accumulations of grease, and fix
any identified problems before entering streams or areas that drain directly to streams or wetlands. This
practice does not apply to service vehicles traveling frequently in and out of the project area that would
remain on the roadway.

Spill Prevention Control and Containment Plan (SPCCP) - The contractor would be required to have

a written SPCCP, which describes measures to prevent or reduce impacts from potential spills (fuel,
hydraulic fluid, etc). The SPCCP shall contain a description of the hazardous materials that would be used,
including inventory, storage, handling procedures; a description of quick response containment supplies
that would be available on the site (e.g., a silt fence, straw bales, and an oil-absorbing, floating boom
whenever surface water is present.).

All trucks used for refueling shall carry a hazardous material recovery kit, including absorbent pads to be
used during refueling if that occurs in the project area. Any contaminated soil, vegetation or debris must
be removed from National Forest System Lands and disposed of in accordance with state laws.

Refuel mechanized equipment at least 150 feet from water bodies or as far as possible from the water body
where local site conditions do not allow a 150-foot setback to prevent direct delivery of contaminants into

water.

Absorbent pads would be required under all stationary equipment and fuel storage containers.

6 These PDC apply only to the roads that will be actively decommissioned as part of this project.
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DM-9:

DM-10:

DM-11:

DM-12:

DM-13:

DM-14:

DM-15:

DM-16:

DM-17:

DM-18:

DM-19:

Dispose of slide and waste material in stable sites out of the flood prone area. Waste material other than
hardened surface material (asphalt, concrete, etc) may be used to restore natural or near-natural contours.

Trees that need to be felled during project implementation should be directionally felled, where feasible,
away from the road prism and into the surrounding forest. Trees would not be bucked and would be left
undisturbed to the extent possible.

Prior to implementation of any road decommissioning, culvert removal, or culvert replacement invasive
plant surveys should be performed at the project site(s). If any invasive plants are found on or near roads,
the full extent of the invasion should be determined by surveying off road to the extent that it is reasonable
to assume the invasive species may have spread. The invasive plant infestations should then be mapped and
weed site reports completed. Depending upon the seriousness of the weed invasion, as determined by a
trained botany or noxious weed coordinator, recommendations for treatment of the weed site(s) would be
made and an updated Noxious Weed Risk Analysis and Mitigation Report would be prepared.

Inspect active gravel, fill, sand stockpiles, quarry sites, and borrow material for invasive plants before use
and transport. Treat or require treatment of infested sources before any use of pit material. Use only gravel,
fill, sand, and rock that is judged to be weed free by District or Forest weed specialists.

Place sediment barriers prior to construction around sites where significant levels of fine sediment may
enter the stream directly or through road ditches. Maintain barriers throughout construction.

For road decommissioning projects within riparian areas, re-contour the road prism to mimic natural
floodplain contours and gradient to the greatest degree possible.

Drainage features used for stormproofing projects should be spaced to disconnect road surface runoft from
stream channels.

Minimize disturbance of existing vegetation in ditches and at stream crossings to the greatest extent
possible.

Conduct activities during dry-field conditions—low to moderate soil moisture levels.

Restore the stream channel and banks to original pre-road (natural) contours as much as possible when
culverts are removed from the road prism.

When removing a culvert from a non-fishing bearing stream, aquatic specialists shall determine if culvert
removal should follow design criteria outlined below in the Culvert Replacement section. Culvert removal
on fish bearing streams shall adhere to the Culvert Replacement design criteria.

Culvert Replacement:

C-1:

C-2:

C-3:

C-4:

Follow stream simulation design requirements for all new stream crossings (i.e. match, to the degree
possible, stream width, slope, and substrate conditions with up and downstream conditions).

Rip Rap - The use of riprap is permissible above bankfull height to protect the inlet or outlet of new
culverts or open-bottomed arches. If the use of riprap is required for culvert stability, then additional
analysis may be required to ensure that the structure is not undersized. Riprap may only be placed below
bankfull height when necessary for protection of abutments and pilings for bridges. However, the amount
and placement of riprap around the abutments and/or pilings should not constrict the bankfull flow.

Grade Control Structures — Grade control structures are permitted to prevent headcutting above or below
the culvert or bridge where natural channel re-grading is not desired. Grade control typically consists of
boulder structures that are keyed into the banks, span the channel, and are buried in the substrate.

Road Dips - Where applicable, incorporate road dips into stream crossing design, to ensure catastrophic
flood events would transport overflow back into the stream channel instead of onto the road bed.
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C-5: Structures containing concrete must be cured or dried before they come into contact with stream flow.

C-6: When removing woody debris from the road-crossing inlet, place the debris downstream of the road
crossing.

C-7: In streams where fish are present above and/or below the culvert a fish collection and removal procedure

shall be implemented prior to dewatering (see below) and construction. The project area shall remain
isolated using block nets or some other means during the construction period.

C-8: Dewater Construction Site: The preferred method for replacing a culvert involves dewatering the
construction site to minimize impacts to water quality and fish populations. Upstream of the isolated
construction area, divert flow around the construction site with a coffer dam (built with non-erosive
materials) and an associated pump or a by-pass culvert. Pumps must have fish screens and be operated in
accordance with NMFS fish screen criteria (NMEFS 1995). Dissipate flow energy at the bypass outflow to
prevent damage to riparian vegetation or stream channel. If diversion allows for downstream fish passage
(i.e., is not screened), place diversion outlet in a location to promote safe reentry of fish into the stream
channel, preferably into pool habitat with cover. When necessary, pump seepage water from the de-
watered work area to a temporary storage and treatment site or into upland areas and allow water to filter
through vegetation prior to reentering the stream channel.

C-9: Stream Re-watering: Upon project completion, slowly re-water the construction site to prevent loss of
surface water downstream as the construction site streambed absorbs water and to prevent a sudden
increase in stream turbidity. Monitor downstream during re-watering to prevent stranding of aquatic
organisms below the construction site.

In addition to these PDC, additional measures may be taken by the Forest to prevent OHV from entering restricted
areas and to prevent cross-country travel. For example, implementation of the proposed Palomar Pipeline project
would include development of an OHV blocking plan to prevent OHV from travel along the proposed pipeline. The
blocking plan would look at site-specific crossings to determine the best approach to prevent OHV use. Examples of
methods that may be used include: boulders, berms, gates, visual marking, downed woody debris, and rough road
access.

2.5. Monitoring Framework

Monitoring is critical for evaluating the effectiveness of management decisions and the accuracy of analysis
assumptions and conclusions. Monitoring of road and trail conditions is required, and must meet regional and
national standards. Forest Service Manual (FSM) directs Forest Supervisors to monitor all elements of the National
Forest System transportation system to fulfill the objectives of forest transportation system established in FSM 7702
(FSM 7704.4). Also, the FSM 2355.04d directs Forest Supervisors to establish monitoring intervals and criteria,
practices, sampling basis, and standards against which the effects of off-road vehicle use shall be evaluated and
reported through the Forest planning and management review procedures.

Previous Monitoring

This proposed monitoring framework would replace the Oft-road Vehicle (ORV) Use Monitoring Plan found in the
Forest Plan (page 5-69 to 5-70). This would be part of the Forest Plan Amendment proposed for Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4, and analyzed in Section 3.16. The Monitoring Plan adopted with the Forest Plan in 1990 poses the following
evaluation questions regarding OHV use:

e Are high quality OHV opportunities provided in areas which are suitable for OHV use and the needs, skills, and
interest of users? Unit of measure is OHV RVDs (recreation visitor days).

For nearly two decades, the OHV policy in the Mt. Hood National Forest has afforded OHV access in areas
which are suitable as well as areas which are unsuitable for OHV use and needs, skills and interests of users.
Other than the limited findings of National Visitor Use Monitoring report (NVUM) (see Section 3.1.1, OHV Use
in Mt. Hood National Forest for more information), no systematic measurement of OHV RVDs has been con-
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ducted. With minimal active management by the Forest Service (McCubbins Gulch is the only actively managed
OHYV system), users have sought out and concentrated OHV activities in locations that represent the optimum
experiences in the Forest. Areas of interest to OHV enthusiasts are mostly (although not exclusively) represented
by the six route systems in the proposed action.

e Arethe OHV opportunities provided effective in minimizing conflicts between user groups and safe for users and the
general public? Unit of measure is the number and types of accidents and complaints.

No systematic Forest system exists for recording and tracking OHV accidents and complaints. County emer-
gency services are the primary first responders to OHV accidents. Clackamas, Hood River and Wasco counties
do not routinely report accidents to the Forest Service; however, Forest Service Law Enforcement Officers are
usually aware and routinely respond to serious accidents with the counties. The concentrated-use area with the
highest anecdotal account of accidents is west of Rock Creek Reservoir in Wasco County. Most accidents involve
only a single OHV.

e Are OHV opportunities being located, designed, and managed to minimize the negative effects (within acceptable
limits) on key fish and wildlife species and sensitive habitats? Measurement is specific to species or habitat selected.

In the past two decades, OHV management on the Forest has been mostly reactive rather than proactive. Actions
have primarily been exclusionary in nature, restricting motorized access in localized geographic areas where
there has been actual or threatened harm to key fish and wildlife species and sensitive habitats from OHV use.
Old Maid Flat, Camas Prairie and Summit Meadow are examples of areas where OHVs have been restricted for
these reasons.

This EIS is the first comprehensive examination and analysis since the adoption of the Forest Plan about what areas
in the Forest are suitable and desirable for OHV users. Although there is limited quantifiable monitoring data, the
alternatives and project design criteria were based on public input of current use, anecdotal evidence, and field
observations.

Proposed Monitoring Framework

A monitoring plan would be developed to assess the following:

e Are OHVs remaining on the designated system of routes?

e  Are the trail widths being maintained or widened?

e Are the signs being maintained and followed?

e Isthe Motor Vehicle Use Map being updated and distributed effectively on an annual basis?

e Isthe selected alternative being implemented properly? Is the selected alternative having the intended ef-
fects?

e Are the project design criteria being implemented properly? Are the design criteria having the intended ef-
fect?

The results of monitoring would be reported in the annual Forest Plan Monitoring Report. The monitoring reports
are available at: http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/mthood/publications/. If monitoring reveals undesirable outcomes, corrective
actions may be taken. If the mitigations are not possible or effective, road or trail closures may be necessary and
additional environmental analysis would be conducted.

In addition, monitoring would be completed for heritage resources and invasive plant species.

e Heritage Monitoring: Cultural resource inventory reports filed with State Historic Preservation Office require
additional work to achieve no adverse effect, including developing a monitoring plan. The plan would focus on
at-risk historic sites in order to measure effects on those sites. Also, the plan would include monitoring in areas
within the route system with high concentrated use, high site density or high value sites (Priority Heritage As-
sets).
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e Invasive Plant Species Monitoring: OHV's are a known vector for transporting invasive plant species. As such, the
establishment and spread of invasive plants within the OHV locations would need to be monitored according to
the protocols established in the Mt. Hood Site Specific Invasive Plant Treatment Record of Decision (2005).

In addition to monitoring, any illegal OHV use and/or trail construction would be reported to Law Enforcement
and Investigations and the appropriate actions may be taken. The appropriate actions include, but are not limited to
incident investigation, warning notices, writing citations, or closures.

An implementation team would develop the details of how the monitoring framework would be implemented. The
monitoring approach would be developed to meet the current budget and workforce levels. The approach would be
adopted as the budget and workforce levels change in the future to match the future levels and monitoring needs.

2.6. Comparison of Alternatives

This section provides a summary of the effects of implementing each alternative. Information in the tables focuses on
treatment activities and effects where different levels of effects could be distinguished quantitatively or qualitatively
among alternatives. Table 2-30 summarizes the alternatives by areas, roads, and trails where OHV use is permitted.
Table 2-31 summarizes the miles of proposed routes, Table 2-32 summarizes the miles of proposed roads and trails,
and Table 2-33 summarizes the staging areas for the action alternatives. Table 2-34 compares the major components
of the action alternatives. Table 2-35 compares the environmental effects of implementing the alternatives.

Table 2-30. Comparison of alternatives by areas, roads, and trails where OHV use is designated or
not prohibited.

Cross-Country | Designated OHV Use OHV Use on Roads Total OHV
Alternatives OHV Use OHV Area Permitted on Motorized | Decommission Routes (miles)
(Acres)! (Acres) Roads (miles)? | Trails (miles) (miles)
Alternative 1 394,886 0 2,463 49 0 2,512
Alternative 2 0 1 (4 acres) 124 97 13 221
Alternative 3 0 1 (4 acres) 224 102 35 326
Alternative 4 0 1 (4 acres) 59 37 12 96

1. OHV cross-country travel is defined as an OHV leaving the designated road, trail or area.
2. Miles of roads includes convert to trail and motorized mixed-use.

Table 2-31. Comparison of proposed routes for action alternatives.

OHV System
Bear Creek 39.1 39.3 -
Gibson Prairie 15.2 49 -
Graham Pass - 63.2 -
LaDee Flats 38.9 42.0 25.1
McCubbins Gulch 50.6 60.1 33.6
Mount Defiance - 55 -
Peavine 37.8 49.6 -
Rock Creek 39.6 61.2 37.2
Total Miles 221 326 96
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2.7. Alternatives Considered, but Eliminated from Detailed
Study

Federal agencies are required by NEPA to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives and
to briefly discuss the reasons for eliminating any alternatives that were not developed in detail (40 CFR 1502.14).
Public comments received in response to the Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) as well as the preliminary effects
analysis conducted by the interdisciplinary team suggested alternative methods for achieving the purpose and need.
Some of these alternatives were outside the scope of this EIS, did not met the purpose and need for action, were not
reasonably feasible or viable, were duplicative of the alternatives considered in detail, or were determined to cause
unnecessary environmental harm. Four alternatives were considered, but eliminated from detailed consideration for
reasons summarized below.

2.7.1. Prohibit Off-highway Vehicle Use on the Forest

This alternative would prohibit OHV use on the Forest. Only street-legal highway licensed wheeled motor vehicles
would be permitted on existing National Forest Service roads. No motorized trails would be located on the Forest.
Public comments suggested this alternative to eliminate all environmental and social impacts associated with OHV
use.

This alternative would not meet the purpose and underlying need for this project. The primary purpose of this
project is to designate OHV use by class of OHV and time of year. Current regulations and policies direct National
Forests to provide a diversity of road and trail opportunities, including off-road vehicle recreation opportunities in
appropriate places and under proper management (Forest Service Manual 2355.03). The Final Travel Management
Rule states that the Forest Service “must strike an appropriate balance in managing all types of recreational activities.
To this end, a designated system of roads, trails, and areas for OHV use established with public involvement will
enhance public enjoyment of National Forests while maintaining other important values and uses of NFS [National
Forest Systems] lands” (70 CFR 68265).

OHYV use is an established and legitimate recreation opportunity on the Forest. OHVs are used by forest visitors

for access and as a recreational experience in its own right. Based on current use and public input, providing for a
balanced recreation experience across the Forest compels designating some OHV routes, where appropriate. As such,
this alternative was not considered further.

2.7.2. Designate All Existing “On-the-Ground” Routes

In this alternative, all existing “on-the-ground” routes would be designated and incorporated into the OHV
Management Plan. This includes classified as well as non-system (user-created) roads and trails. Current state law
allows OHV's to operate on any road open to the public which is not paved. (For more information on current
Oregon State Laws regarding Off-Road Vehicles; Snowmobiles; All-Terrain Vehicles go to: http://www.oregon.gov/
OPRD/ATV/links.shtml). Many gravel and native surface roads on the Forest meet these criteria and thus are open to
OHYV travel. Cross-country travel would be eliminated. New user-created routes would not be allowed.

This alternative does not meet the underlying need to “balance recreation opportunities for OHV use with other
recreational uses of the National Forest and natural resources as directed by the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan” In some cases, there are duplicate user-created roads and trails within a few hundred
yards of each other. The trails may include dense, braided networks of intersecting paths. In other situations the user-
created roads and trails, because of their poor placement and lack of design, are causing resource damage.

Some of these user-created roads and trails would not meet the Forest Plan direction for resource and recreation
management. Considerable work would be needed to bring some of these routes into compliance with applicable
standards. Duplicate routes adjacent to one another would still exist. Designating all user-created trails would not
minimize damage to soil, water, wildlife, vegetation, and other forest resources associated with motorized recreation
use across the Forest.
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In some instances, the user-created trails are located in the best locations to minimize resource damage and to
connect existing trail networks. These user-created trails were considered in the development of alternatives and
have been incorporated into the alternatives. These user-created trails are listed as “new trails” in the description of
alternatives and Chapter 3 analyzes them in detail. These trails would be brought up to Forest Service trail standards
when the project is implemented.

Rationale for not including all gravel and native surface roads is discussed in Section 2.7.4 Oft-Highway Vehicle Use
on Gravel and Native Surface Roads.

2.7.3. Continued Off-Highway Vehicle Use in Specific Areas

When designing the preliminary proposed action as described in Section 2.1, several other specific OHV locations
were considered. The following locations were eliminated from detailed study because of incompatibilities with
existing land use allocations, mixed-use analysis and/or adjacent landowners as well as existing resource damage. The
reasons for eliminating each location are discussed below.

A. Black Wolf - This proposed OHV system is along roads near Forest Service Road 58 on the Zigzag and Clacka-
mas River Ranger Districts. The proposed OHV system included gravel and paved roads. OHV use on the paved
roads posed mixed-use and safety concerns. In addition, a large portion of the proposed system was located in
Roaring River late-successional reserves (LSR) and Tier 1 Key Watershed (Salmon River). Based on these con-
cerns, this area was eliminated from detailed study because it does not meet the guiding principle of providing
safety for all forest visitors or the underlying need of “balancing recreation opportunities for OHV use with other
recreational uses of the National Forest and natural resources as directed by the Mt. Hood National Forest Land
and Resource Management Plan”

B. Wildcat - This proposed OHV location is an area near Wildcat Mountain along the Forest Service Road 36 sys-
tem on the Zigzag Ranger District. The proposed area is near the Sandy Watershed which is the drinking water
source for Sandy. Current OHV use has caused significant resource damage on and off roads in the area, includ-
ing encroachments into the nearby Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness. The primary resource concerns include
soils and water quality. Given the terrain and existing sedimentation, the water quality of the drinking water was
a concern. Based on these resource concerns, this location was eliminated from detailed study because it does
not meet the underlying need of “balancing recreation opportunities for OHV use with . . . natural resources as
directed by the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.”

C. Hillock Burn - This proposed OHV system is along the Forest Service Road 45 system on the Clackamas River
Ranger District. This location is adjacent to Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands. Current OHV users
travel between the Forest Service and BLM lands through interconnecting trails. BLM will begin OHV planning
on its lands in the near future. When BLM begins planning, the Forest Service Roads in this area may be recon-
sidered as potential OHV routes through a separate NEPA process. Based on the incompatibility with adjacent
landowners, this area was eliminated from detailed study.

D. Oak Grove -This proposed OHV system is adjacent to the proposed LaDee Flats location along the Forest
Service 46 Road system on the Clackamas River Ranger District. The majority of the proposed routes are within
newly designated wilderness area, including the Huxley Ridge motorized trail. Also, all routes within this pro-
posed system were dead-ends with no loop opportunities provided. Lastly, the Road 4612 and Road 4612-130
are high sediment producing roads based on the North Fork Clackamas Watershed Analysis and these roads
were proposed as OHV routes in the Oak Grove system. Based on these concerns, this area was eliminated from
detailed study because the system does not meet the underlying need of “balancing recreation opportunities for
OHYV use with . . . resource sustainability.”

E. Hugh Creek - This proposed OHV system is along the Forest Service Road 70 system on the Clackamas River
Ranger District. The proposed OHV system included gravel and paved roads. OHV use on the paved roads
posed mixed-use and safety concerns. Also, the majority of the proposed system was in the Bagby LSR. In addi-
tion, listed fish species are located in Nohorn Creek and Hugh Creek which are adjacent to Road 7040, 7030 and
70. Based on these concerns, this area was eliminated from detailed study because it does not meet the guiding
principle of providing safety for all forest visitors or the underlying need of “balancing recreation opportunities
for OHV use with . . . resource sustainability.
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E  Fish Creek — This proposed OHV system is located on the decommissioned main roads that used to traverse
the Fish Creek watershed (former roads 54 and 5420) on the Clackamas River Ranger District. The Fish Creek
Environmental Assessment (EA) (1997) analyzed motorized use in this area. The Decision Notice (DN) restricts
motorized use and states that there will not be any trails or trail bridges constructed or added to the trail system.
Although this NEPA could replace the Fish Creek EA and DN, the remaining trail system is not easily accessible
from the Forest Service road system and does not provide any loop opportunities. As such, the proposed system
in the Fish Creek area was not a viable OHV system and was eliminated from detailed system.

2.7.4. Off-Highway Vehicle Use on Gravel and Native Surface Roads

Current state law allows OHV's to operate on any road open to the public which is not paved. (For more information
on current Oregon State Laws regarding Off-Road Vehicles; Snowmobiles; All-Terrain Vehicles go to: http://www.
oregon.gov/OPRD/ATV/links.shtml). Many gravel and native surface roads on the Forest meet these criteria and thus
are open to OHV travel. Under this alternative, OHV's would be allowed to continue using all these roads. In addition
to these roads, other OHYV trails may be considered as well.

Since licensed, street legal Class I OHVs (jeeps, pickups) and Class III vehicles (motorcycle-dual sport) are not
going to be restricted from existing roads on the Forest through implementation of any of the action alternatives, the
District Rangers and interdisciplinary team considered a variety of options for including gravel roads in Alternative
3. Gravel roads were incorporated into Alternative 3, using the following criteria. These criteria are based on
meeting the purpose and need for the project. In particular, these criteria are intended to meet the underlying need
to “balance recreation opportunities for OHV use with other recreational uses of the National Forest and resource
sustainability”

e Incorporate recommendations from local and state government agencies as well as tribal governments. If the rec-
ommendations from the government agencies contradict the guidelines below, defer to the government agencies.

e Do not include any routes that present major motorized mix-use concerns for OHV users or other vehicles. If
concerns are at odd with the guidelines below, defer to the lowest risk situation.

e Do not include dead-ends roads unless these roads provide access to a specific viewpoint and/or destination.

e Do not include roads where a sizable portion of a paved road is needed as a connector (i.e., crossing the paved
road is okay).

e  Utilize routes that would provide loop opportunities.
e  Utilize only roads that are currently open system roads.
e  Avoid routes that would conflict with adjacent land management objectives.

e Unless there is a compelling reason, do not include routes if Class I OHV use is not already occurring and/or
established unless there is a compelling reason. In addition, do not allow Class I vehicles on proposed routes in
areas where there are existing issues (i.e., resources, user conflicts) with user created motorized trails.

e  Consider seasonal restrictions, if needed. Follow all existing seasonal road closures.

e Do not include routes where the Forest Service would likely be proposing road decommissioning or year-round
closure (i.e., storm proofing) in upcoming NEPA processes.

e  Review the resulting system of roads (single lane, gravel or native surfaced) for resource concerns. In particular,
review the native surface roads to ensure these roads are not currently causing erosion problems that may be
increased with additional OHV use.

Based on these criteria, the Graham Pass and Mount Defiance locations were added to Alternative 3. All other gravel
roads were not considered further because they do not meet the all of the above criteria.
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3.0. Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences

Chapter 3 of this EIS summarizes the physical, biological, social, and economic environments of the affected project
area (existing conditions) and the potential changes to those environments due to implementation of the alternatives
discussed in Chapter 2. It also presents the scientific and analytical basis for the comparison of alternatives presented.
Fore ease in presentation and comparison, discussions are separated into individual resource areas.

The focus of the analysis disclosed in each section is on the effects of the No Action and action alternatives on the
issues described in Section 1.10. Effects are defined as:

o  Effects: Adverse and/or beneficial direct effects occur at the same time and in the same general location as the
activity causing the effects. Adverse and beneficial indirect effects are those that occur at a different time or loca-
tion from the activity causing the effects. Both types of effects are described in terms of magnitude, intensity,
duration, and timing.

e  Cumulative Effects: These effects result from the incremental impacts of the proposed actions/alternatives when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, both on the Forest as well as other adjacent
federal, state, or private lands.

Effects include ecological (i.e., the effects on natural resources and on the components, structures, and functioning
of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect, or
cumulative (40 CFR 1508.7 and 1508.8).

3.1. Recreation

This analysis is based on the information found in the Recreation Specialist Report for this project, which is in the
project file located at the Forest Headquarters Office in Sandy, Oregon.

3.1.1. Affected Environment
Recreation Planning Framework
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) is a classification system in which factors affecting recreation
opportunities, such as access, naturalness, presence of other people, and management controls, are used to describe
discrete recreation settings, and organize them along a continuum, or spectrum, from “urban” to “primitive.” Each
ROS setting is described in terms of specific combinations of activities, facilities and experience opportunities. ROS
settings are primarily affected by an area’s size, its distance from a road and the likelihood of users encountering
other users. The seven ROS settings, from the most primitive to the most developed are: primitive; semi-primitive
non-motorized; semi-primitive motorized; roaded natural; roaded modified; rural; urban.

The ROS provides a framework for describing the types of outdoor recreation and experiences that the public

can expect at any given location in the Forest. The ROS also provides a context and criteria for describing and
measuring the recreation effects from projects and activities. The Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan (USDA FS 1990) prescribes a desired ROS setting for every acre of the Forest. Changing the
existing mix of ROS areas in the Forest is not an objective of this project. The ROS settings that would be most
compatible with designated OHV roads and trails are semi-primitive motorized, roaded natural and roaded modified.
Table 3-1 describes these three ROS settings more thoroughly.
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Table 3-1. Descriptions of semi-primitive motorized, roaded natural and roaded modified
recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) settings (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1986)

Semi-Primitive

Motorized (SPM)

Roaded
Natural (RN)

Roaded
Modified (RM)

Moderate opportunity for

solitude, tranquility and closeness
to nature. High degree of self-
reliance, challenge and risk in using
motorized equipment.

Predominantly natural appearing
environment.

Low concentration of users but often
evidence of other users on trails.

Minimum on-site controls and
restrictions present but subtle.

Limited facilities for signing sanitary
and safety needs in native-like rustic
materials.

Minimal site modification for
facilities.

Vegetation alterations very small in
size and number, widely dispersed
and not obvious

Opportunity to affiliate with
other users in developed sites
but with some chance for privacy.
Self-reliance on outdoor skills of
only moderate importance. Little
challenge and risk.

Mostly natural appearing
environment as viewed from
sensitive roads and trails.

Interaction between users
at campsites is of moderate
importance.

Some obvious on-site control of
users.

Access and travel is conventional
motorized including sedan and
trailers, RVs and some motor homes.

Moderate amount and complexity
of facilities for comfort and
convenience of user. Use native
materials but with more refinement
in design.

Vegetation alterations done
to maintain desired visual and
recreation characteristics.

Opportunity to get away from others
but with easy access. Some self-
reliance in building own campsite
and use of motorized equipment.
Feeling of independence and
freedom. Little challenge and risk.

Substantially modified natural
environment except for campsite.
Roads, landings, slash and debris
may be strongly dominant from
within yet remain subordinate from
distant sensitive road and highways

Moderate evidence of other users
on roads. Little evidence of others or
interaction at campsites.

Little on site controls of users except
for some gated roads.

Conventional motorized access
including sedan and trailers, RVs,
ORVs and motor bides.

No on-site facilities except signing
at major road junctions. Occasional
sanitary facilities for user health
protection.

Site modification by users only.

Shape and blend vegetative
alterations. Maintain campsites and
immediate foregrounds to site in
natural appearing state.

Forest Recreation Niche

The recreation niche is a description, or characterization, of the distinct role the Forest plays in providing outdoor
recreation opportunities, experiences and benefits. The niche allows managers to focus management efforts on what
is unique and valuable about the Forest. The niche is, in part, determined by public expectations (demand) and by
the ecological capabilities of the land. In 2007, the Forest (with public input) developed a recreation niche statement.
Public participants in this process described and mapped their preferred recreation activities and where they recreate.
This “sense of place” map product was translated into a narrative about the relative importance of the Forest for
various recreation opportunities, experiences and benefits. The wide variety of visitor preferences and uses were

» «

» « »

grouped into six spatial categories (settings) named “the mountain,” “travel-ways,” “destination water;,” “wilderness,”
“neighbor-woods” and “communities.” The Forest’s recreation niche summary statement is in

Section 1.4.
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The recreation niche statement discloses that the Forest offers only a moderate opportunity for OHV recreation.
The Forest is not known as a major provider of OHV recreation, and it is not a major OHV destination. It

currently provides mostly “easier” and a few “more difficult” OHV roads and trails close to the Portland/Vancouver
Metropolitan area. The niche setting that would be most compatible with designated OHV roads, trails, and areas is
“neighbor-woods,” the vast, undeveloped forest area outside of wilderness, major highway corridors and significant
rivers and lakes (US Forest Service 2006).

Description of Recreation Resources
Mt. Hood National Forest Roads, Trails and Areas Available for OHV Use

Oregon State Law allows OHVss to travel on single-lane gravel and native-surface roads (Oregon 2007).
Approximately 2,463 road miles are available for OHV use (all vehicle classes). Certain classes of vehicles are also
permitted on roughly 49 miles of Forest trails. There are areas of the Forest where the Forest Plan (as amended) does
not specifically prohibit cross-country travel by recreational vehicles. Cross-country OHV travel is not prohibited on
394,886 acres of the Forest (GIS calculation). An indeterminate amount of this area is probably inaccessible because
of other physical barriers, such as rock outcrops, steep slopes, forest vegetation, rivers and streams. The Alternative

1 (No Action) description in this section lists the areas of the Forest where motorized cross-country travel are
specifically prohibited. A more detailed description of Alternative 1 is available in Chapter 2 of the EIS.

Mt. Hood National Forest Trails Available for Exclusively Non-Motorized Use

There are roughly 483 miles of Forest system trails outside designated wilderness areas that are managed exclusively
for non-motorized uses. The 49 miles of Forest trails that are managed for OHV use are also open to non-motorized
uses. In addition, there are roughly 468 miles of wilderness trails that are available only for hikers and equestrians.

Developed Recreation Sites

The Forest manages 169 developed recreation sites: 83 campgrounds; 11 picnic (day-use) sites; 42 trailheads; eight
rental cabins (including lookout towers); four horse camps; two resorts; one major and three minor interpretive sites;
and 15 snow parks (and other minor sites). OHVs are currently only permitted at McCubbins Gulch Campground
and McCubbins Day-Use area.

Other OHV Areas in Oregon

There are more than 40 designated OHV sites and areas in Oregon managed by several public land management
agencies. Given the willingness of OHV users to drive substantial distances to recreate (Bergerson et al. 2005), many
of those who use the existing roads and trails in the Mt. Hood National Forest for OHV recreation probably also use
these other areas in addition to Forest routes. National Visitor Use Monitoring reported substitute behavior choices
made by OHV users if for some reason they were unable to use their vehicles in the National Forests of the Pacific
Northwest. About 64% of primary OHV users responded that they would go somewhere else (outside the National
Forest System) for the same activity. Other substitute behavior choices included coming back another time, staying at
home, going somewhere else for a different activity, and going to work (English, Kocis and Hales 2004).

Selected OHYV areas in Oregon are displayed in Table 3-2. Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area, Sand Lake

Recreation Areas, Christmas Valley Sand Dunes and other dune areas are not listed in the table because riding on
sand dunes is fundamentally different than OHV experiences in the Mt. Hood National Forest.
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Table 3-2. Selected OHV recreation sites and areas in Oregon
(source: http://atv.prd.state.or.us/places.php).

Managing Agency

Location

Vehicle Classes

Season

Description

Blue Mountain

Wallowa- Whitman

8 miles east of

OHV Trail National Forest' Unity on Hwy 26 land Il Summer and Fall | 60 miles of trails
. . 318 miles of easy
Deschutes National | 21 miles east of .
East Fort Rock Forest! Bend on US 20 land Il All year to most Filfﬁcult
trails
Bureau of Land 10 miles west of > 14,000 acres of
John’s Peak Management Jacksonville in I, Iland I All year trails with varying
9 southern Oregon difficulty
. 240 miles of easy
Millican Valley Bureau of Land | 25 miles SE of Bend I, 1lland llI Some restrictions to most difficult
Management on US 20 )
trails
Morrow County Morrow County 20 miles east of . :
Trails Public Works Heppner I, 1land Il All year > 100 miles of trails
Shotgun Creek Bureau of Land . 6.’000. acres o.f
East of Springfield I, and Il All year trails with varying
OHV Area Management .
difficulty
) State Hwy 6 > 100 miles of easy
Tillamook OHV Oregon Dept of between Portland I, lland Il All year to most difficult
Area Forestry ) .
and Tillamook trail
Umatilla National 12 miles east of Spring, Summer . .
Upper Walla Walla Forest’ Milton- Freewater 1 and Fall 40 miles of trails
> 5,000 acres
) Bureau of Land 11 miles east of of trails with
Virtue Flat Management Baker City I Itand i All year varying degrees of
difficulty
West End Umatilla National |\ ¢ john Da land Il All year 91:|)|(iioeacr:eessvc\>”fth
(Sunflower) Forest! y y 9

difficulty

1 All National Forests re completing analysis under th Final Travel Management Rule. Base on this process, some of these details may charge. For the pur-
poses of this analysis, it is assumed that these acres and season will remain unchanged, as stated in the assumptions discussed in the Recreaton Specialist

Report.

OHYV Use in Mt. Hood National Forest

National Visitor Use Monitoring' (NVUM) findings confirm the niche statement that the Forest is not a major
provider of OHV recreation (English, Kocis and Hales 2004). The first round of NVUM surveys for the Forest

was conducted between October 2002 and September 2003. NVUM surveys involved a stratified, random sample
(interviews) of visitors exiting the Forest. During the interview, visitors were asked to self-identify all of the
recreation activities in which they participated during the sample trip. They were also asked to identify the primary
recreation activity on their sample trip. The survey found that 0.16% of all recreation visits that year were primarily
for OHV use. This percentage equates to roughly 6,214 visits during 2003 (English, Kocis and Hales 2004).

A somewhat larger percentage of Forest visitors indicated that they participated in OHV recreation even if it was not
their primary reason for visiting the Forest. For example, a person visiting the Forest to hunt, but who rides an OHV

1 NVUM information is valid and applicable at the forest level. It was not designed to be accurate at the District or site level, nor does it precisely describe
participation in discrete activities. The study was designed to estimate the total number of people during a year visiting the forest. The quality of the
visitation estimate is dependent on the preliminary sample design development, sampling unit selection, sample size and variability, and survey
implementation. The descriptive information about national forest visitors, including activity participation, is based upon only those visitors who agreed to
be interviewed. Activities that are distinctly seasonal in nature (such as hunting) may not be adequately captured in the NVUM data.
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while there, was not counted as a primary OHV visit. This person would be counted as a secondary OHV visit. The
total percentage of visitors that reported participating in OHV recreation (combining both primary and secondary
visits) was 0.52% of all visits, or roughly 22,731 visits according to NRIS HD-NVUM 1.2.

The Mt. Hood National Forest ranks fourteenth out of twenty administrative units in the Pacific Northwest Region

of the Forest Service in terms of the percentage of primary OHV visits. In terms of the number of primary use OHV
visits, the Forest ranks eleventh in the Region (English, Kocis and Hales 2004).

The Forest ranks near the bottom in the Pacific Northwest Region for the percentage of total OHV participation
(primary visits + secondary visits). Only the Gifford Pinchot National Forest in Washington State ranks lower. The
total number of OHV participants (primary visits + secondary visits) was higher on only five other National Forests
in the Region (Deschutes, Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie, Siuslaw, Wallowa-Whitman, and Wenatchee) than on the Mt.
Hood (English, Kocis and Hales 2004).

The percent of Forest visitors that report OHV participation as either their primary or secondary use in the Mt.
Hood National Forest is considerably lower than the national average. Nationally, about 2.5% of the 205 million
annual recreation visits to National Forests involve participation in OHV use as the primary activity. About 3.1%
nationally reports OHV use as a secondary activity (English, Kocis and Hales 2004). These data are considerably
below the average percent participation for Oregon overall (22.2% participation) as reported in the National Survey
on Recreation and the Environment (Cordell, Betz, Green and Stephens 2008).

The 2004 Oregon Statewide Motorized Trail Use Survey reported that OHV enthusiasts are willing to travel
reasonably long distances to pursue their most frequent activity. Survey results show that the median distance
traveled to reach an OHYV riding opportunity is in the range of 41 and 50 miles, and nearly one-fifth of OHV users
travel more than 100 miles (Bergerson et al. 2005). NVUM also reported the distances OHV users travel to ride

on National Forest System lands in the Pacific Northwest. The median distance traveled is over 200 miles (English,
Kocis and Hales 2004). This finding is probably related to the long distances separating premier destinations (such

as Oregon Dunes, East Fort Rock and Wenatchee National Forest) from major population centers (i.e., Seattle and
Portland). Despite a willingness to travel longer distances, the proximity of Mt. Hood National Forest roads and trails
makes the Forest an attractive, relatively-close location for OHV recreation for the Portland/Vancouver Metropolitan
area and the Willamette Valley.

Motorized Recreation Preferences

In Oregon, ATV riding (three- and four-wheel) is by far the most popular type of OHV use, reported by 40% of OHV
users as their favorite activity. Seventy percent of Oregon households that participate in OHV sports report that they
rode an ATV in 2004 (Table 3-3). Many households participate frequently. The State survey did not ask how many
individuals in the household participated in each activity, so no figure for total participation is estimated by this
source (Bergerson et al. 2005).

Off-road motorcycling is reported to be the favorite activity by 25% of OHV users. Eleven percent and 8% of OHV
users favor four-wheel driving with stock vehicles and four-wheel driving with modified vehicles, respectively.
Modified four-wheel drive vehicles have modified tires and/or suspension upgrades (Bergerson et al. 2005).

Table 3-3. Frequency of motorized trail participation in Oregon among households reporting OHV
participation. Data is from the 2004 Oregon Statewide Motorized Trail User Survey. N = 196.

Of Participants in Last Year, How Often?

Participated Estimated (percent)
Activity in Last Year Oregon 2.3/ Once/ Less
(percent) Households Weekly Month Month Often
ATV Riding (3 & 4 wheel) 70 68,600 12 34 19 34
Off-road motorcycling 44 43,100 16 29 20 35
4-wheel driving (stock) 44 43,100 21 24 24 31
4-wheel driving (modified) 29 28,400 21 21 33 24
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The Oregon Statewide Motorized Trail User Survey asked OHV users about trail difficulty preferences. Fifty-one
percent of respondents prefer “more difficult” trails. Twenty-eight percent prefer “most difficult” trails. Twenty-one
percent prefer “easier” trails (Bergerson et al. 2005).

Quiet Recreation Uses

The 2003 NVUM for the Forest estimated that there are approximately 4.4 million recreation visits to the Forest each
year (Kocis, English et al. 2004, NRIS HD-NVUM 1.5). A description of visitor activities was developed from the
survey.” During their visit to the Forest, the top five recreation activities of visitors were relaxing, viewing wildlife,
hiking/walking, viewing natural features, and driving for pleasure (Table 3-4). Each visitor surveyed also identified
their primary activity for that specific recreation visit to the Forest. The top primary activities were downhill skiing,
relaxing, hiking/walking, other non-motorized activities, and viewing natural features (Kocis, English et al. 2004).

OHYV users enjoy many of the same recreation pursuits as the entire American population. Three of the top five

most popular recreation pursuits in this country are common to the entire population and to OHV users. The
recreation activities with the highest percent participation nationally in the entire population are walking for pleasure
(developed setting), family gatherings outdoors, viewing and photographing natural scenery, visiting nature centers,
and driving for pleasure. The recreation activities with the highest percent participation among all OHV users
nationally are walking for pleasure (developed setting), driving for pleasure, family gatherings outdoors, sightseeing,
and viewing/photographing natural scenery (Cordell, Betz, Green and Stephens 2008). These data are displayed in
Table 3-4 for the purpose of comparing with Mt. Hood National Forest visitor participation.

Table 3-4. Mt. Hood National Forest activity participation and primary activity (NVUM) and
national user participation (NSRE) in comparable recreation activities. NVUM data source is the
first round of National Visitor Use Monitoring surveys (Kocis, English et al 2004 NRIS HD-NVUM
1.5). NSRE data source is 1999-2007 survey information for the National Survey on Recreation and
the Environment (Cordell, Betz, Green and Stephens 2008).“No data” indicates that there was no
direct cross-walk between NVUM and NSRE. “+” indicates that the activity participation rate is
actually higher than indicated because participation in variations of the activity were reported
separately. The NVUM activity participation data is based upon only those visitors who agreed

to be interviewed. Activities that are distinctly seasonal in nature (such as hunting) may not be
adequately captured in the NVUM data.

0,
Activity P:rﬂ:i:a:?:g % as Main Activity % All Users % All OHV Users

(NVUM) (NVUM) Participation (NSRE) (NSRE)
Backpacking 5.9 1.0 11.4 19.9
Bicycling 5.3 1.3 22.0 344
Cross-country Skiing 4.2 2.1 4.8 6.7
Day Hiking 53.5 22.8 354 47.9
Developed Camping 73 44 29.1 447
Downbhill Skiing 20.9 18.8 9.2 14.8
Driving for Pleasure 29.0 2.8 59.1 86.3
Family Gathering Outdoors no data no data 76.2 84.9
Fishing 6.1 1.4 24.5+ 44.6+
Gathering Forest Products 32 0.3 325 52.0
Horseback Riding 0.3 0.2 8.7 16.8
Hunting no data no data 10.0+ 28.4+

2 The descriptive information about National Forest visitors, including activity participation, is based upon only those visitors who agreed to be interviewed.
Activities that are distinctly seasonal in nature (such as hunting) may not be adequately captured in the NVUM data.
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Table 3-4. (continued)

% Mt. Hood

Activity Participating % as Main Activity % All Users % All OHV Users
(NVUM) (NVUM) Participation (NSRE) (NSRE)
Motorized Water Activities 1.0 0.0 28.5+ 46.9+
Nature Center Activities 13.7 0.0 61.8 69.5
Nature Study 6.0 0.1 no data no data
Non-motorized Water 43 1.0 11.2+ 21.4+
OHV Use 0.6 0.1 19.0 100.0
Other Motorized Activities 0.1 0.1 no data no data
Other non-motorized 10.6 52 no data no data
Picnicking 7.5 0.5 58.9 65.2
Primitive Camping 2.8 0.7 17.8 37.2
Relaxing 47.4 10.0 no data no data
Resort Use 14.3 35 no data no data
Snowmobiling 0.2 0.2 43 16.4
Sightseeing no data no data 58.5 78.8
Viewing Natural Features 523 7.9 66.5 75.9
Viewing Wildlife 42.0 3.1 51.4 67.6
Visiting Historic Sites 24.3 0.6 51.5 59.3
Walking for Pleasure no data no data 86.2 88.9

Primary OHV users also participate in a variety of other recreation activities during their visit to a National Forest.
In the Pacific Northwest Region, the most popular secondary activity for primary OHV users is developed camping
(Table 3-5). Relaxing and viewing natural features also have high participation rates (English, Kocis and Hales 2004).

Table 3-5. Secondary activities reported by primary OHV users in the Pacific Northwest
Region of the Forest Service. Data source is the first round of National Visitor Use
Monitoring surveys (English, Kocis and Hales 2004).

Activity % of Primary OHV Users

Developed Camping 49.85
Primitive Camping 5.96
Viewing Wildlife 2442
Viewing Natural Features 46.22
Visiting Historic Sites 0.04
Relaxing 46.46
Fishing 1.99
Hunting 0.03
Driving for Pleasure 16.74
Hiking/Walking 20.40
Gathering Forest Products 9.54
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Recreation Trends

In ten years, the top five outdoor recreation activities in the Forest are predicted to be viewing natural features,
hiking, viewing wildlife, visiting historic sites and downhill skiing. In the market zone (the area of origin of most
Forest visitors), the top five activities are predicted to be viewing natural features, viewing wildlife, pleasure driving,
hiking and bicycling (Slider 2007; based on NSRE projections). Roughly three quarters of all visitors live within a
150-mile radius of the Forest. About 50% of visitors come from Multnomah, Washington, Hood River and Wasco
Counties in Oregon and Clark and Klickitat Counties in Washington (Kocis, English et al. 2004).

Cordell (2008) reports the remarkable growth of OHV use in the United States. During the first US National
Recreation Survey in 1960, OHV recreation was not a reportable activity. OHV use today, however, is among the
fastest growing outdoor activities. Nationally, the number of people (16+ years of age) who report participating in
OHV sports is over 44 million (Table 3-6). Annual OHV sales more than tripled between 1995 and 2003 (sales have
leveled off since 2003). Total OHV ownership of newly purchased and previously purchased machines increased
174% between 1993 and 2003, from fewer than three million to more than eight million vehicles. More than twice as
many OHYV enthusiasts own three- and four-wheel ATVs than own motorcycles (Cordell 2008).

Based on survey data and sales trends, Cordell (2008) projects 9.8 million three- and four-wheel ATVs and off-road
motorcycles in the U.S. in early 2008. Local sales of four-wheel ATV in 2006 and 2007 were strong. During 2006 in
Clackamas, Hood River, Multnomah, Wasco, Washington and Clark Counties, 2,999 four-wheel ATV were sold.
During the first six months of 2007, 2,666 vehicles were sold by the same dealerships (Gardner 2007).

Some quiet recreation activities show strong growth, and they are predicted to become even more popular (such

as viewing natural scenery, hiking, bicycling, kayaking, and viewing wildlife). Other quiet activities are becoming
less popular (such as horseback riding, primitive camping, and cross-country skiing). Such trends may represent

Americans reordering their priorities (Cordell, Betz et al. 2008).

Table 3-6. Trends in number of people participating and number of participation days for
selected outdoor recreation activities in the United States, 1999-2008. Excerpted from Cordell,
Betz et al 2008. Source: NSRE 1999-2001 (n=52607) and 2005-2008 (n=19,186). Note: 1999-
2001 participants based on 214.0 million people age 16+ (2000 Census). 2005-2008 participants
based on 230.0 million people age 16+ (2006 Census estimate). Missing data indicate that either
participation or annual days were not collected during that time period.
Total U.S.
Participants

Percent Change in Total Annual Percent change in
Participants, 1999- | Participant Days Total Days, 1999-2001

Activity

(1,000s), 2005-

2001 to

(millions), 2005-

to

2008

2005-2008

2008

2005-2008

Developed Camping 52,021 2.7 532.3 9.3
Primitive Camping 33,330.2 -2.0 3104 12.1
Backpacking 22,077.0 -0.6 277.7 24.0
Picnicking 115,836.2 -14 779.7 -17.2
Viewing Natural Scenery 145,489.2 14.1 11,482.3 60.5
Visiting Historic Sites 92,920.8 -4.5 590.8 -15.2
Nature Center Activities 127,406.5 5.0 1,044.0 23.2
Drive Off-road 44,231.3 18.6 1,349.6 56.1
Driving for Pleasure 111,069.0 3.1 2,637.3 -1.1
Snowmobiling 8,328.2 -29.7 92.7 -27.4
Day Hiking 74,032.5 6.8 1,993.4 -20.9
Horseback Riding (trail) 15,262.6 -8.2 278.3 -35.2
Bicycling 91,2255 7.7 - -
Kayaking 12,480.5 63.1 76.1 29.4
Downhill Skiing 15,615.4 -14.8 126.4 -15.7
Cross-country Skiing 4,970.7 -39.2 58.8 -7.8
Gathering Forest Products 71,023.3 16.1 869.3 1.9
View or Photograph Birds 81,119.9 19.3 8,039.0 37.6
Viewing Other Wildlife 114,792.0 21.3 5,341.6 46.9
Mountain Climbing 11,811.2 -12.5 104.1 20.5
Visit a Wilderness 70,591.9 3.0 1,108.6 12.8
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3.1.2. Effects Analysis
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum and Recreation Niche Settings

The number of miles of proposed OHV systems in each ROS setting for each of the action alternatives is shown in
Tables 3-7, 3-8 and 3-9. In Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, all proposed systems are in roaded natural and roaded modified
settings both of which are compatible with OHV use.

All proposed OHV systems are in the “neighbor-woods” recreation niche setting. OHV use is compatible with this
niche setting.

Table 3-7. Miles of proposed roads and trails by proposed OHV system and ROS setting
in Alternative 2. Total miles displayed in this table vary slightly from the totals in
Chapter 2 due to rounding of different data sets.

Proposed OHV System and Route Type | Roaded Natural | Roaded Modified
Bear Creek Roads 0.0 0.0
Bear Creek Trails 0.0 39.1
Gibson Roads 0.0 6.9*
Gibson Trails 0.3 8.0%
LaDee Roads 5.7 31.6
LaDee Trails 0.0 1.6
McCubbins Roads 0.0 13.5
McCubbins Trails 0.5 36.6
Peavine Roads 5.7 28.8
Peavine Trails 1.4 1.6
Rock Creek Roads 0.8 30.5
Rock Creek Trails 0.4 7.9
Total Road Miles 12.2 111.3
Total Trail Miles 2.6 94.8

*Note: 1.9 miles of the North Section Line Trail (existing trail) and 0.2 miles of existing road are in The Dalles Watershed. This mileage is
included in the Roaded Modified data shown in this table.

Table 3-8. Miles of proposed roads and trails by proposed OHV system and ROS setting
in Alternative 3. Total miles displayed in this table vary slightly from the totals in
Chapter 2 due to rounding of different data sets.

Proposed OHV System and Route Type ‘ Roaded Natural ‘ Roaded Modified
Bear Creek Roads 0.0 10.5
Bear Creek Trails 0.0 28.8
Gibson Roads 0.0 4.6
Gibson Trails 0.0 0.3
Graham Pass Roads 0.5 523
Graham Pass Trails 0.0 10.4
LaDee Roads 13.5 23.1
LaDee Trails 0.2 5.0
McCubbins Roads 0.0 204
McCubbins Trails 0.5 39.1
Mt. Defiance Roads 0.0 5.5
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Table 3-8. (continued)

Proposed OHV System and Route Type | Roaded Natural | Roaded Modified
Mt. Defiance Trails 0.0 0.0
Peavine Roads 0.3 40.3
Peavine Trails 0.7 8.5

Rock Creek Roads 7.3 45.2

Rock Creek Trails 0.4 8.3

Total Road Miles 21.6 201.9

Total Trail Miles 1.8 100.4

Table 3-9. Miles of proposed roads and trails by proposed OHV system and ROS setting
in Alternative 4. Total miles displayed in this table vary slightly from the totals in
Chapter 2due to rounding of different data sets.

Proposed OHV System and Route Type | Roaded Natural | Roaded Modified
LaDee Roads 0.6 19.5
LaDee Trails 0.0 5.0
McCubbins Roads 0.0 7.3
McCubbins Trails 0.5 25.7
Rock Creek Roads 0.8 31.1
Rock Creek Trails 0.4 49
Total Road Miles 14 57.9
Total Trail Miles 0.9 35.6

Forest Plan Amendment

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would prohibit cross-country motorized travel by incorporating Forest Plan Amendment
#17. In areas of the Forest where such use is not prohibited by law or regulation, the Forest Plan currently states
that, “opportunities for OHV use should be available except where not allowed by management direction or where
determined to adversely impact land capability and resource values” (US Forest Service 1990, FW-465, p. Four-99).
This standard establishes a high threshold for legal cross-country motor vehicle travel. Most cross-country OHV
use in the Forest impacts some resource value and therefore violates this standard. While the proposed amendment
would seem to reduce recreation opportunities, in a practical sense, it would have very little effect on opportunities
that are environmentally sustainable and acceptable.

Quality of OHV Experience

The following is an analysis of Key Issue 1 (Section 1.10.1) — A reduction of motorized routes may result in an
insufficient miles of trails to make the OHV experience worthwhile.

Measure and Analysis Methodology

Successful OHV systems provide sufficient distance for the customary duration of the recreation visit. Depending on
trail difficulty and the skill of the rider, motorcyclists may ride 25 to 100 miles per day, and four-wheel ATV riders
may travel 15 to 80 miles per day. For many four-wheel vehicle drivers, the time spent navigating a few difficult miles
provides a quality experience (Crimmins 2006). A 1999 Colorado study by Crimmins concluded that most riders
would prefer trail systems at least 29 miles in length in order to provide a variety of scenery and terrain types to
reduce the temptation to create new routes (Stokowski 2000).
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The alternatives were evaluated by measuring and comparing the number of miles of connected routes (roads and
trails) in each proposed system by each vehicle class. To provide a basis of comparison for this issue, a qualitative
descriptor (inadequate, moderately adequate, and adequate) was assigned to a range of contiguous route miles to
describe the adequacy of an experience (based solely on the sufficiency of miles) for each vehicle class by proposed
system for a one-day trip (Table 3-10).

Table 3-10. Qualitative description of the adequacy of an OHV experience based solely
on the number of connected miles in a route system for each vehicle class. Note: the
number of miles that describes the lower boundary of “moderately adequate” is from
Stokowski (2000); the number of miles dividing “moderately adequate” from “adequate”
is based on anecdotal information.

Experience Miles - Class | Miles - Class I Miles - Class 1l
Inadequate less than 29 depends on difficulty less than 29
Moderately Adequate 29-40 depends on difficulty 29-50
Adequate more than 40 depends on difficulty more than 50

Direct and Indirect Effects - Quality of OHV Experience
Alternative 1

In Alternative 1, there would be approximately 2,463 miles of single-lane, native and gravel surface roads open to

all vehicle classes in the short term. In terms of distance alone, the system of gravel and native surface roads would
provide an adequate recreation experience for one or more days. In the long term, the total number of available miles
would diminish as Forest roads are closed by decisions resulting from other analysis processes.

Alternative 1 would also offer limited (48.5 miles) OHV trail opportunities as shown in Table 3-11. The North
Section Line, Rhododendron Ridge, and Rocky Butte Trails are not interconnected. Each trail by itself would provide
an inadequate one-day experience. These trails, however, are connected to the Forest’s gravel and native surface road
system. Collectively, the road and trail system would provide an adequate one or more day recreation experience.

The McCubbins Gulch trail system would provide a moderately adequate one-day experience for Class I and Class III
vehicles. These trails are also connected to the Forest’s gravel and native surface road system. Collectively, the road
and trail system would provide an adequate one or more day experience.

Table 3-11. Motorized trails in Alternative 1. The route system for Class | and Ill vehicles
providing only a moderately adequate one-day experience is italicized; route systems
for Class | and lll vehicles providing an inadequate one-day experience are not italicized.

Trail Name Trail Number(s) Miles Vehicle Class(s) Permitted
McCubbins Gulch 575,576,577 320 Class I and Class llI
North Section Line 451 4.0 Class Il
Rhododendron Ridge 564 10.4 Class Il
Rocky Butte 476 2.1 Class Il
Total 48.5
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Alternative 2

Only one proposed OHV system would provide a sufficient number of connected route miles to offer an adequate
experience in Alternative 2 (Table 3-12). McCubbins Gulch would provide an adequate one-day experience for Class
I vehicles in both the short term and the long term. McCubbins Gulch would also provide an adequate one-day
experience for motorcycles (Class III) in the long term after new trails are constructed.

Proposed LaDee Flats, Peavine and Rock Creek OHV systems would provide a moderately adequate experience for
Class I and III vehicles in both the short and long term (Table 3-12). Once constructed, the proposed Bear Creek
OHYV system would also provide a moderately adequate single-track system. Only the proposed Gibson Prairie OHV
system is entirely insufficient in both the short term and the long term for Class I vehicles (Table 3-12).

Routes for Class II vehicles would be available in the LaDee Flats and Peavine proposed OHV systems. Considering
distance only, the number of miles offered would probably only provide a moderately adequate experience. The
LaDee proposed system, however, offers a hill climb area (North Fork Quarry) that would appeal to some Class

IT vehicle drivers. Road 4610 (referred to as Abbot Road) also provides a more challenging drive in places. The
proposed Peavine OHYV trails include three miles of new construction, roughly half of which would be constructed to
provide a “most difficult” experience.

Table 3-12. Miles of connected OHV roads and trails by vehicle class and proposed
system for Alternative 2.“Short term” includes the route miles that are already
constructed (motorized mixed-use roads and roads to be converted to motorized trails).
“Long term” adds miles of trail proposed for construction. Route systems for Class | and
Il vehicles providing an adequate one-day experience are shaded in bold; route systems
for Class | and lll vehicles providing only a moderately adequate one-day experience

are italicized; route systems for Class | and lll vehicles providing an inadequate one-day
experience are not shaded.

Proposed OHV System
Bear Creek 0 0 0 0 0 39.1
Gibson Prairie 10.9 0 0 15.2 0 0
LaDee Flats 29.0 32.8 29.0 30.6 33.2 30.6
McCubbins Gulch 45.5 0 45.5 45,5 0 50.6
Peavine 34.8 34.8 34.8 37.8 37.8 37.8
Rock Creek 334 0 33.4 39.6 0 39.6

Alternative 3

Proposed OHV roads and trails in the Graham Pass and Rock Creek systems would be sufficient to provide an
adequate experience for both Class I and Class III riders in the short term and the long term (Table 3-13). The
proposed Peavine system would also be sufficient in both the short and long term to provide an adequate one-day
experience for Class I vehicles. LaDee proposed routes would provide an adequate one-day experience for Class I
vehicles in the long term. The McCubbins Gulch system would also be sufficient to provide an adequate one-day
experience for Class III vehicle in the long term.

Proposed OHV roads and trails in the LaDee and McCubbins Gulch systems would provide a moderately adequate
experience for both Class I and Class III vehicles in the short term (Table 3-13). The Peavine routes would also
provide a moderately adequate experience for Class III vehicles in both the short and long term. Class III vehicles
would only be provided with a moderately adequate experience in the Bear Creek proposed system in the long run
when new trails are constructed.
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The proposed OHV roads and trails for the Gibson Prairie and Mt. Defiance systems are insufficient in and of
themselves to provide an adequate experience (Table 3-13). In Alternative 3, however, both OHV systems connect to
Hood River County trails (see Cumulative Effects discussion).

Class II vehicle routes would be available in the Graham Pass and LaDee systems. LaDee OHV roads, trails and area
would probably only provide a moderately adequate experience, considering distance only. The LaDee proposal,
however, includes a hill climb area (North Fork Quarry) that would appeal to some Class II vehicle drivers. Road
4610 (referred to as Abbot Road) also provides a more challenging drive in places. The proposed Graham Pass roads
and trails, while sufficiently long, are all on motorized mixed-use roads. This experience would appeal to some Class
IT vehicle drivers and not to others.

Table 3-13. Miles of connected OHV routes by vehicle class and proposed system

for Alternative 3.“Short term” includes the route miles that are already constructed
(motorized mixed-use roads and roads to be converted to motorized trails). “Long term”
adds miles of trail proposed for construction. OHV systems for Class | and lll vehicles
providing an adequate one-day experience are shaded in bold; OHV systems for Class |
and lll vehicles providing only a moderately adequate one-day experience are italicized;
OHYV systems for Class | and lll vehicles providing an inadequate one-day experience are
not shaded.

Proposed OHV System
Bear Creek 0 0 10.5 0 0 39.7
Gibson Prairie 4.6 0 46 49 0 49
Graham Pass 50.6 50.6 63.2 50.6 50.6 63.2
LaDee Flats 36.7 22.2 36.7 42,0 22.5 42.0
McCubbins Gulch 36.1 0 46.0 36.8 0 60.1
Mt. Defiance 55 0 5.5 55 0 5.5
Peavine 40.5 0 40.5 494 0 494
Rock Creek 54.6 0 54.6 61.2 0 61.2
Alternative 4

In Alternative 4, none of the proposed systems (LaDee Flats, McCubbins Gulch, and Rock Creek) would offer
sufficient miles to constitute an adequate one-day riding experience for either Class I or Class III vehicles (Table
3-14). Both McCubbins Gulch and Rock Creek systems, however, would offer moderately adequate one-day
experiences for both Class I and Class III vehicles in the short and long term. The proposed LaDee Flats OHV roads,
trails and area would be inadequate in both the short and long term for Class I and Class III vehicles.

Routes are proposed for Class II vehicles only in the LaDee Flats OHV system. Considering distance alone, the routes
would probably provide an inadequate one-day driving experience. There is a hill climb area (North Fork Quarry)
included in this alternative, however, which would appeal to some Class II vehicle drivers. Road 4610 (Abbot Road) is
not included in this alternative, however, which would eliminate an incentive for Class II vehicles to use the system.
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Table 3-14. Miles of connected OHV routes by vehicle class and proposed system

for Alternative 4.”“Short term” includes the route miles that are already constructed
(motorized mixed-use roads and roads to be converted to motorized trails). “Long term”
adds miles of trail proposed for construction. There are no route systems for Class | and
lll vehicles providing an adequate one-day experience; OHV systems for Class | and Il
vehicles providing only a moderately adequate one-day experience are italicized; OHV
systems for Class | and Ill vehicles providing an inadequate one-day experience are not

shaded.
Short Term (miles) Long Term (miles)
P HV
SRS Class | Class Il Class Il Class| Class Il Class i
LaDee Flats 20.1 134 20.1 25.1 13.5 25.1
McCubbins Gulch 32.9 0 32.9 33.6 0 33.6
Rock Creek 34.1 0 34.1 37.3 0 37.3

Cumulative Effects — Quality of OHV Experience

In Alternative 1, the Forest’s gravel and native surface road system connects to roads on private lands and on lands
administered by the Bureau of Land Management along the western boundary of the Forest (south of Estacada and
north of Opal Creek), an area popularly referred to as Goat Mountain. The number of connected miles open to
OHVs on other ownerships in this vicinity is considerable, but is not known precisely. The Forest’s gravel and native
surface road system also connects with roads and trails open to Class I and Class III vehicles on lands administered
by Hood River County north of Gibson Prairie and also east of Mt. Defiance. There are 89 miles of roads and 64
miles of trails open to OHV's on Hood River County lands that connect to National Forest system routes east of

Mt. Defiance. For the area north of Gibson Prairie, there are 79 miles of roads and 63 miles of trails (across three
ownerships: SDS, Longview Timber, Hood River County) open to OHV use that connect to proposed National Forest
System routes. With or without these connections to routes on other jurisdictions, Alternative 1 routes in the Mt.
Hood National Forest would provide an adequate one or more day recreation experience considering distance alone.

In Alternative 3, proposed OHV roads and trails would connect with roads and trails (open to Class I and Class III
vehicles) on lands administered by Hood River County (north of Gibson Prairie and east of Mt. Defiance). There
are 89 miles of roads and 64 miles of trails open to OHV's on Hood River County lands that connect to proposed
National Forest system routes east of Mt. Defiance. For the area north of Gibson Prairie, there are 79 miles of roads
and 63 miles of trails (across three ownerships: SDS, Longview Timber, Hood River County) open to OHV use that
could connect to proposed National Forest System routes. Without these connections, the National Forest route
systems proposed for both the Gibson and Mt. Defiance areas would not provide an adequate one-day recreation
experience. With the connections, each route systems would be fully adequate.

There are no cumulative effects for Alternatives 2 and 4.

The Forestwide Road Decommissioning for Aquatic Restoration project (2009) and the Clackamas Road
Decommissioning for Habitat Restoration project (2009) proposed to decommission roads that are no longer needed
for the administration of the National Forest. These decisions, as well as future road decommissioning projects,
reduce the number of miles of roads available for OHV use in Alternative 1.

OHYV System Layout
The following is an analysis of Key Issue 1 (Section 1.10.1) - Having multiple-class OHV routes may result in a

diminished recreation experience for miles; restricting some routes to a single OHV class may affect mixed OHV
groups, such as families and OHV club groups.
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Measure and Analysis Methodology

OHYV users are a diverse group with varying desires and expectations. Not all vehicle classes of OHVs perform
the same on any given terrain or trail layout (Crimmins 2006). Some user separation would enhance specific
rider experiences. On the other hand, providing separate trails for different vehicle classes can be expensive, cause
resentment, be difficult to enforce, and limit opportunities for communication and cooperation (Moore 1994).

This issue is of particular concern for four-wheel ATVs and motorcycle riders. Some motorcycle enthusiasts want
single-track trails. Maintaining trails for this experience necessitates excluding four-wheel ATVs. On the other hand,
it is common for a family or friends to visit the Forest with more than one vehicle class of OHV in tow. Such a group
usually would prefer routes open to more than one class of vehicle.

Alternatives were evaluated by comparing the following data: (1) the number of miles of connected routes (by
proposed system) that would allow any single vehicle class alone; and (2) the number of miles of connected routes
that would be open to more than one vehicle class.

Direct and Indirect Effects - OHV System Layout
Alternative 1

As displayed in Table 3-15, Alternative 1 would far exceed all other alternatives in the number of route miles available
for all OHV classes together (approximately 2,463 miles). For family and other groups with more than one kind of
vehicle, Alternative 1 would offer the most opportunities to ride together (measured in distance only).

Alternative 1 ranks higher than Alternative 4 and lower than Alternatives 2 and 3 for groups wanting to ride
motorcycles on single-track trails. The routes designated solely for Class III vehicles in Alternative 1 would be the
Rhododendron Ridge Trail (10.4 miles), North Section Line Trail (4.0 miles) and the Rocky Butte Trail (2.1 miles).

There would be nearly 32 miles of road and trail where Class I and IIT vehicles could ride together on the same road
or trail (McCubbins Gulch Trails) making Alternative 1 the lowest ranking alternative for this opportunity. Also,
Alternative 1 would provide no routes solely for Class I or Class II vehicles.

Table 3-15. Number of miles of connected routes (by proposed system) in Alternative 1
for several combinations of vehicle classes. Mileages do not include off-road and off-
trail riding opportunities.

Proposed OHV System ‘ Class | Only ‘ Class Il Only ‘ Class Il Only ‘ ClagsnII:(III ‘ Class |, I, &1l
Forest Roads 0 0 0 0 2,463
McCubbins Trails 0 0 0 32.0 0
N. Section Line Tr. 0 0 4.0 0 0
Rho. Ridge Trail 0 0 10.4 0 0
Rocky Butte Trail 0 0 2.1 0 0
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 16.5 32.0 2,463

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 is the only alternative that would designate routes for Class I (Gibson Prairie routes) and Class II (Road
4610 in LaDee Flats) vehicles alone (Table 3-16). This alternative provides the best opportunity to enhance routes in
the long term solely for quads and four-wheel drive vehicles.

Alternative 2 ranks second in the number of miles of roads and trails where motorcycles would be the only vehicle
class allowed. With 44.2 miles of Class IIT only routes, Alternative 2 would designate slightly more than half
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the number of miles (59%) proposed in Alternative 3 (75.6 miles). Considering single-track opportunities only,
Alternatives 2 compares somewhat more favorably against Alternative 3. All 44.2 miles in Alternative 2 would be
single-track trails. In Alternative 3, only 65.5 miles of newly constructed trail and converted roads would be managed
as single-track trail in the long term (the remainder of the Class III routes only would be motorized mixed-use
routes). For Bear Creek, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 systems would be roughly the same lengths (39.1 miles in
Alternative 2; 39.3 miles in Alternative 3).

Alternative 2 also ranks second among the alternatives when comparing the number of route miles proposed for
Class I and Class III vehicles on the same routes. Alternative 2 ranks a distant third to Alternative 1 when comparing
the number of miles that would be available to all vehicle classes sharing the same routes.

Table 3-16. Number of miles of connected routes (by proposed system) proposed in
Alternative 2 for several combinations of vehicle classes. Mileages correspond to long-
term management, after all new trail construction.

Proposed OHV System | Class |1 Only | Class Il Only |CIassIIIOnIy| Class | &11I |Class 11, &Il

Bear Creek 0 0 39.1 0 0
Gibson Prairie 15.2 0 0 0 0
LaDee Flats 0 8.3 0 5.7 24.9
McCubbins Gulch 0 0 5.1 455 0
Peavine 0 0 0 0 37.8
Rock Creek 0 0 0 39.6 0
TOTAL 15.2 8.3 44.2 920.8 62.7
Alternative 3

From the standpoint of OHV recreation, Alternative 3 rates highest among the alternatives in two ways (Table 3-17).
First, it would provide the greatest number of miles of Class III-only routes (75.6 miles) and the greatest number of
single-track miles in the long term (65.5 miles). This alternative would probably be most appealing to motorcycle
riders looking for routes managed exclusively for Class III vehicles.

Second, Alternative 3 would provide the greatest number of miles of routes that could be shared by Class I and Class
III vehicles (177.3 miles). Although Alternative 1 would offer more route miles that could be shared by all classes

of vehicles, Alternative 3 would offer the most miles that would be managed as trails in the long term for all vehicle
classes. This alternative would probably be most appealing to groups that have more than one vehicle class and who
prefer trail riding.

Table 3-17. Number of miles of connected routes (by proposed system) proposed in
Alternative 3 for several combinations of vehicle classes. Mileages correspond to long-
term management, after all new trail construction.

Proposed OHV System | Class |1 Only | Class Il Only |CIassIIIOnIy| Class | &11I |Class 1,1, &Il

Bear Creek 0 0 39.7 0 0
Gibson Prairie 0 0 0 4.9 0
Graham Pass 0 0 12.6 0 50.6
LaDee Flats 0 0 0 19.5 22.5
McCubbins Gulch 0 0 23.3 36.8 0
Mt. Defiance 0 0 0 5.5 0
Peavine 0 0 0 494 0
Rock Creek 0 0 0 61.2 0
TOTAL 0 0 75.6 177.3 73.1
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Alternative 4

With respect to route sharing, Alternative 4 is inferior to the other alternatives by several measures (Table 3-18).
Alternative 4 is unique among the alternatives in providing no designated routes exclusively for Class III vehicles.
This alternative would likely be least appealing to motorcycle riders that prefer single-track experiences or that simply
prefer routes dedicated to their sport.

As in Alternatives 1 and 3, Alternative 4 would designate no routes exclusively for Class I or Class II vehicles (Table
3-18). Only Alternative 2 would designate a modest number of routes exclusively for each of these vehicle classes
(Table 3-16).

Alternative 4 ranks third in the number of shared routes proposed for Class I and III vehicles. Alternative 4 would
designate 82.5 miles, compared to Alternative 3 which would designate more than twice as many (177.3 miles).
Alternative 4 would designate fewer shared routes for all vehicle classes than Alternative 3 in each of the three
proposed system that are common to the two alternatives (LaDee Flats, McCubbins Gulch, and Rock Creek).

Table 3-18. Number of miles of connected routes (by proposed system) proposed in
Alternative 4 for several combinations of vehicle classes. Mileages correspond to long-
term management, after all new trail construction.

Proposed OHV System | Class | Only | Class Il Only |CIassIIIOnIy| Class | &11I |Class I, &Il

LaDee Flats 0 0 0 11.7 13.5
McCubbins Gulch 0 0 0 33.6 0
Rock Creek 0 0 0 37.2 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 82.5 13.5

Cumulative Effects - OHV System Layout

Two Hood River County areas adjacent to the Forest provide approximately 295 miles of road and trails for various
combinations of vehicle classes. Hood River County’s Northwest Area offers 153 miles of roads and trails, and specific
trails have been assigned to quad and motorcycle use. Included in this total is 89 miles of roads that are open to all
vehicle classes. The County’s Eastside Area provides a total of 142 miles of roads and trails including 79 road miles
that are open to all vehicle classes. The trails in the Eastside Area (approximately 63 miles) have not yet been assigned
to specific vehicle classes.

The Hood River County OHV system would be available for motorized recreation in all of the alternatives described
in this EIS. In Alternative 3, however, the Hood River County routes would connect directly to proposed National
Forest system routes: Eastside Area routes would connect directly to proposed Gibson Prairie routes in the National
Forest; Northwest Area routes would connect to proposed Mt. Defiance routes. Table 3-19 displays the cumulative
number of miles that would be available for each combination of vehicle classes in Alternative 3.

The effect of directly connecting Hood River County routes to National Forest system routes in Alternative 3 would
be to enhance the opportunities for quad-only, motorcycle-only, and combination route experiences. The only
motorized experience that is not enhanced in Alternative 3 would be opportunities for vehicle Class II only. It should
be noted that not all quad and motorcycle routes in the Hood River County system are connected.
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Table 3-19. Approximate OHV route miles in Hood River County (Eastside Area and
Northwest Area) combined with proposed National Forest system routes in the Gibson
Prairie and Mt. Defiance locations for several combinations of vehicle classes in
Alternative 3. The approximately 63 miles of trail in the Eastside area have not yet been
assigned to specific vehicle classes. Mileages were estimated with a map measure.

Proposed OHV System Class10nly | ClassllOnly | Class Ill Only Cla‘s)snlljt i Class |, I, &l
Gibson Prairie - Eastside Area unknown 0 unknown 4.9 79.0
Mt. Defiance - Northwest 174 0 466 55 89.0
Area
Loop Opportunities

The following is an analysis of Key Issue 1 (Section 1.10.1) - Designating OHV routes with dead-ends may adversely
affect the motorized recreation experience.

Measure and Analysis Methodology

Loop trails provide diversity for OHV enthusiasts. Dead-end routes may be desirable if they lead to an outstanding
feature or destination. Even so, loop routes provide a superior recreation experience. In-and-out (dead end) routes
are generally considered less enjoyable, a situation that may contribute to undesirable behaviors and unacceptable
impacts such as driving off of proposed routes (Crimmins 2006).

The number of dead-end routes, the number of miles of dead-end routes, and the percentage of total route miles
in both the short term and the long term were used to compare alternatives. Mileages were estimated using a map
measure.

Direct and Indirect Effects - Loop Opportunities
Alternative 1

In Alternative 1, OHVs could access approximately 182 dead-end routes totaling 633 miles, or 28% of the proposed
route network. This percentage is substantially higher than the percentages in Alternatives 2, 3 or 4 after all new
construction is completed. Although this percentage is high, because the total number of potential route miles is so
much greater in Alternative 1 than in any of the other alternatives, the number of miles of routes that would not lead
to dead ends is also far greater than in the other alternatives.

Alternative 2

Comparing miles of dead-end routes that would be available in the long term in Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 (Table 3-20),
Alternative 2 would have a higher percentage of dead-end routes (10%) than either Alternatives 3 or 4 (9% and 3%,
respectively). Numbers only tell part of the story, however. Some dead-end routes were designed into this alternative
to provide unique recreation opportunities for certain OHV enthusiasts. In the LaDee Flats OHV system, a dead-
end route leads to North Fork Quarry that is used as a hill climb area. Another dead end route is Road 4610 (Abbot
Road) that has outstanding views and a higher degree of challenge. Because of this road’s juxtaposition to the Salmon
Huckleberry Wilderness and the Roaring River roadless area, designing a loop return route would not be feasible. In
the Peavine location, the three dead-end routes lead to viewpoints on West Pinhead Butte and Peavine Mountain.

In Alternative 2, as in Alternatives 3 and 4, achieving the route system described in the long term would require
constructing new trails. How quickly that would be achieved depends upon a number of factors. Before new trail
construction, the route system would be much more disconnected with many more undesirable dead end routes.
The short-term data in Table 3-20 reflects the situation that would appear on the first MVUM if Alternative 2 were
selected. In the short term, among the three action alternatives, Alternative 2 would have the highest percentage
(41%) of route miles leading to dead ends.
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Table 3-20. Number of dead-end routes and miles of dead-end routes, both short
term and long term, by proposed system in Alternative 2.“Short term” includes the
route miles that are already constructed (motorized mixed-use roads and roads

to be converted to motorized trails). “Long term” adds miles of trail proposed for
construction.

Proposed OHV System Short Term Long Term
Bear Creek 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gibson Prairie 4 10.9 100 0 0 0
LaDee Flats 11 315 84 3 20.0 51
McCubbins Gulch 0 0 0 0 0 0
Peavine 10 10.9 31 3 2.2 6
Rock Creek 13 129 39 0 0 0
TOTAL 38 66.2 41 6 22.2 10

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 would have only a slightly lower percentage of dead-end route miles (9%) than Alternative 2 (10%) in
the long term (Table 3-21). Alternative 3 would have a higher percentage of dead-end route miles than Alternative 4
(3%). The dead-end routes that were designed into Alternative 3 include some of the same routes as in Alternative 2
(North Fork Quarry and Road 4610 in the LaDee Flats OHV system; Peavine Mountain in the Peavine OHV system).
The Rock Creek system also would include two key dead-end routes in the long term. Road 4860-140 to Badger

Lake would continue to provide access to a rustic campground that is currently popular with some OHV riders. The
long in-and-out route between Road 4811 and Sportsman’s Park would serve primarily as direct access to the Rock
Creek routes for OHV enthusiasts living in that residential area. For non-residents, this dead-end route would not be
particularly desirable.

Before new trail construction, the route system in Alternative 3 would be moderately disconnected with many
undesirable dead-end routes. The short-term data in Table 3-21 reflects the situation that would appear on the first
MVUM if Alternative 3 were selected. In the short term, Alternative 3 would have a lower percentage (38%) of route
miles leading to dead-ends than Alternative 2 (41%). Alternative 3 and 4 would have the same percentage of dead-
end route miles (38%).

Table 3-21. Number of dead-end routes and miles of dead-end routes, both short
term and long term, by proposed system in Alternative 3.“Short term” includes the
route miles that are already constructed (motorized mixed-use roads and roads

to be converted to motorized trails). “Long term” adds miles of trail proposed for
construction.

Proposed OHV System Short Term Long Term
Bear Creek 6 10.5 100 0 0 0
Gibson Prairie 1 49 100 0 0 0
Graham Pass 0 0 0 0 0 0
LaDee Flats 11 31.5 86 2 19.6 47
McCubbins Gulch 17 17.5 38 0 0 0
Mt. Defiance 0 0 0 0 0 0
Peavine 23 17.2 42 1 0.2 0.5
Rock Creek 24 20.4 50 2 9.4 15
TOTAL 82 102.0 39 5 29.2 9
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Alternative 4

Alternative 4 would have a substantially lower percentage of dead-end route miles (3%) than either Alternatives 2 or
3 (10% and 9%, respectively) in the long term (Table 3-22). Alternative 4 would only include one dead-end route in
the final design: the road to North Fork Quarry, a popular hill climb area in the LaDee Flats proposed OHV system.

Before new trail construction, the route system in Alternative 4 would be moderately disconnected with many
undesirable dead-end routes. The short-term data in Table 3-22 reflects the situation that would appear on the first
MVUM if Alternative 4 were selected. In the short term, Alternative 3 and 4 would have the same percentage of
dead-end route miles (38%). Alternative 4 would have a lower percentage (38%) of route miles leading to dead-ends
than Alternative 2 (41%).

Table 3-22. Number of dead-end routes and miles of dead-end routes, both short
term and long term, by proposed system in Alternative 4.“Short term” includes the
route miles that are already constructed (motorized mixed-use roads and roads

to be converted to motorized trails). “Long term” adds miles of trail proposed for

construction.
Short Term Long Term
Proposed OHV System # Routes # Miles % Miles # Routes
LaDee Flats 10 15.2 76 1 33 13
McCubbins Gulch 4 4.2 13 0 0 0
Rock Creek 12 13.7 40 0 0 0
TOTAL 26 33.1 38 1 3.3 3

Cumulative Effects — Loop Opportunities

In Alternative 1, the Forest’s gravel and native surface road system connects to numerous potential OHV routes on
lands managed by other agencies. The routes administered by the Bureau of Land Management on the west boundary
of the Forest and the routes in Hood River County are particularly popular with OHV enthusiasts. An unknown
number of these routes lead to dead-ends.

An unknown number of dead-end routes in Hood River County would affect the recreation experience in Alternative
3 as well. The Forest routes in the Gibson and Mt. Defiance systems were designed specifically to connect to these
routes outside the Forest.

None of the proposed routes in either Alternative 2 or Alternative 4 would interconnect with OHV routes outside the
Forest, so there are no cumulative effects for these alternatives.

Diversity in Trail Difficulty

The following is an analysis based on concerns that failure to designate routes with specialized terrain or physical
features may exclude certain motorized sports.

Measure and Analysis Methodology

For many OHV enthusiasts, the challenge offered by the route or terrain features is as important as the length of the
ride. Different terrain features challenge each of the vehicle classes. Route width and grade also affect both diversity
and difficulty. Motorcycles are challenged by the width of the track, and four-wheel drive vehicles are challenged

by rock climbs. Mud bogs and hill climbs are specific features that some OHYV enthusiasts enjoy. Route diversity,
including horizontal and vertical dips and turns, can be designed into new trail construction. Existing roadways that
currently offer only easy riding can be actively or passively managed to increase both diversity and difficulty. Virtually
all riders look for diversity in experiences and activities (Crimmins 2006).
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An ideal OHV route system layout would include between 10% to15% of route miles built and maintained for

an “easier” riding experience; between 10% to15% of route miles built and maintained for the “most difficult”
riding experience; and the remaining 70% to 80% of route miles built and maintained for a “more difficult” riding
experience (Crimmins 2006). The alternatives in this analysis were measured and compared against this template.
The criteria for the three difficulty ratings are contained in the Forest Service Trails Handbook, FSH 2309.18, and
include variations in trail grade, surface and clearing. Mileages were estimated using a map measure.

The alternatives were also compared based on access to specific terrain features (i.e., hill climbs and open areas) and
whether night riding would be allowed.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Diversity in Trail Difficulty

Alternative 1

Comparing the roads and trails that would be open to OHV use in each of the alternatives, Alternative 1 would
provide the greatest total miles but the least diversity, complexity and difficulty (Table 3-23). Only the trail system

at McCubbins Gulch and three other non-connected trails (North Section Line, Rhododendron Ridge, and Rocky
Butte) would provide a “more difficult” riding experience and only for Class I and Class III vehicles.

Table 3-23. Route miles (native surface, single-lane gravel roads and trails) and
percentage of total proposed connected routes Forestwide for three difficulty levels in
Alternative 1.

Proposed OHV System Route Difficulty LA s TotaI.Connected
Long Term Miles
Forestwide Easier 2,463 98
More Difficult 48.5 2
Most Difficult 0 0

Permitting travel off of roads and trails increases the difficulty level of this alternative. It is difficult to drive off-road
in the Forest without violating prohibitions against resource damage, however. There is no comparable opportunity in
any of the action alternatives.

Alternative 1 ranks as moderately diverse and challenging for OHV enthusiasts based on the availability of some
specialized terrain features and opportunities. Use of popular mud bog areas at LaDee Flats would continue to be
prohibited. Road 4610 would continue to be accessible to all classes of vehicles. Night riding would continue to be
permitted.

Alternative 2

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 have similar percentages of proposed route miles in each of the difficulty categories (Table
3-24, Table 3-25, and Table 3-26). Overall, Alternative 2 has a slightly higher percentage of “more difficult” routes
than either Alternative 3 or Alternative 4 in the long term. That percentage (44%), however, is substantially below the
proportion of “more difficult” routes recommended in a planned OHV system (Crimmins 2006). This situation is due
in large part to the motorized mixed-use roads that constitute one-third of the proposed route miles and which are all
“easier” routes.

Designing some “easier” loops in each proposed system contributed to the high total percentage of “easier” routes

in Alternative 2. For example, one of the new loops in the proposed Bear Creek system would be constructed and
maintained as an “easier” route in order to provide the full range of difficulty levels in this system. Doing so elevates
the overall percentage of “easier” routes beyond the ideal range. The route system proposed in Alternative 2 would
likely appeal to beginning riders and family groups with younger members. The overall percentage of “most difficult”
routes is in the recommended range described by Crimmins (2006); however the shortage of “more difficult” routes
may discourage use by both intermediate and advanced riders.
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Table 3-24. Route miles and percentage of total proposed connected routes by
proposed system for three difficulty levels in Alternative 2. Construction and
maintenance standards for each difficulty level are found in Forest Service Handbook
2309.18. Assumes road-to-trail conversions have reached desired difficulty objective
and all new trails have been constructed.

Proposed OHV System Route Difficulty R:::::_x :I:‘s %l\(l)liirl.le-zt(al:;:;rt‘:::)e e
Bear Creek Easier 7.1 18
More Difficult 24.9 64
Most Difficult 7.1 18
Gibson Prairie Easier 6.6 43
More Difficult 8.6 57
Most Difficult 0 0
LaDee Flats Easier 24.1 62
More Difficult 5.9 15
Most Difficult 8.9 23
McCubbins Gulch Easier 13.7 27
More Difficult 36.9 73
Most Difficult 0 0
Peavine Easier 19 50
More Difficult 13.5 36
Most Difficult 53 14
Rock Creek Easier 27.6 70
More Difficult 7.7 19
Most Difficult 43 11
Combined Easier 98.1 44
More Difficult 97.5 44
Most Difficult 25.6 12

North Fork Quarry would be available for its short hill climbs. The percentage of local OHV enthusiasts who seek out
this particular specialized setting is not known. Anecdotal evidence indicates that it is used frequently. Easy access to
the Portland/Vancouver Metropolitan area and relatively low elevation enables year around access. Road 4610 (Abbot
Road) would be open to OHV use in Alternative 2 allowing use of one of the more technical 4-wheel driveways in the
Forest.

Alternative 2 would permit OHV use day or night as is currently allowed. The percentage of local OHV enthusiasts
who seek out this experience is not known, however anecdotal evidence indicates that some riders do so. Allowing
night riding would broaden the range of OHV experiences compared to Alternative 4 in which night riding would
not be permitted.

Alternative 3

As previously discussed, the three action alternatives have similar percentages of proposed route miles in each of
the difficulty categories in the long term (Table 3-24, Table 3-25, and Table 3-26). Among the action alternatives,
Alternative 3 has the lowest percentage of “more difficult” routes (41%) and the highest percentage of “easier”

routes (48%). Both percentages are substantially outside the recommended guidelines for a planned OHV system as
described by Crimmins (2006). This situation is due in large part to the motorized mixed-use roads that constitute
40% of the proposed route miles and which are all “easier” routes. The overall percentage of “easier” routes in this
alternative also results from designing some “easier” loops in each proposed system. For example, as in Alternative 2,
one of the new loops in the proposed Bear Creek system would be constructed and maintained as an “easier” route in
order to provide the full range of difficulty levels in this system. Doing so elevates the overall percentage of “easier”
routes outside the ideal range. The route system proposed in Alternative 3 would likely appeal to beginning riders and
family groups with younger members. The overall percentage of “most difficult” routes is in the range recommended
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by Crimmins (2006); however the shortage of “more difficult” routes may discourage use by intermediate and
advanced riders. The higher total route miles that would be available in Alternative 3 would augment the overall
difficulty level.

North Fork Quarry would be available for its short hill climbs. The percentage of local OHV enthusiasts who seek out
this particular specialized setting is not known. Anecdotal evidence indicates that it is used frequently. Easy access to
the Portland/Vancouver Metropolitan area and relatively low elevation enables year around access. Road 4610 (Abbot
Road) would be open to OHV use in Alternative 3 allowing use of one of the more technical 4-wheel driveways in the
Forest.

Alternative 3 would permit OHV use day or night as is currently allowed. The percentage of local OHV enthusiasts
who seek out a night riding experience is not known, however anecdotal evidence indicates that some riders do so.
Allowing night riding would broaden the range of OHV experiences compared to Alternative 4 in which night riding
would not be permitted.

Table 3-25. Route miles and percentage of total proposed connected routes by
proposed system for three difficulty levels in Alternative 3. Construction and
maintenance standards for each difficulty level are found in Forest Service Handbook
2309.18. Short-term mileages include new trail construction; and all road-to-trail
conversions assumed to be “easier” difficulty level. Long-term mileages assume road-to-
trail conversions have reached desired difficulty objective.

Route Miles O]
Proposed OHV System Route Difficulty Connected Miles (by
Long Term
system)
Bear Creek Easier 10 25
More Difficult 24.3 62
Most Difficult 5 13
Gibson Prairie Easier 4.9 100
More Difficult 0 0
Most Difficult 0 0
Graham Pass Easier 52.8 84
More Difficult 10.4 16
Most Difficult 0 0
LaDee Flats Easier 20.9 50
More Difficult 12.2 29
Most Difficult 8.9 21
McCubbins Gulch Easier 13.6 23
More Difficult 37.5 62
Most Difficult 9 15
Mt. Defiance Easier 55 100
More Difficult 0 0
Most Difficult 0 0
Peavine Easier 13.1 26
More Difficult 28.6 58
Most Difficult 7.7 15
Rock Creek Easier 35.1 57
More Difficult 18.8 31
Most Difficult 73 12
Combined Easier 155.9 48
More Difficult 131.8 41
Most Difficult 37.9 12
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Alternative 4

As previously discussed, Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 have similar percentages of proposed route miles in each of the
difficulty categories in the long term (Table 3-24, Table 3-25, and Table 3-26). Overall, Alternative 4 has a slightly
higher percentage of “more difficult” routes than Alternative 3 and a slightly lower percentage than Alternative 2.
This percentage (43%), however, is substantially below the proportion of “more difficult” routes recommended in a
planned OHV system by Crimmins (2006). This situation is due in large part to the motorized mixed-use roads that
constitute one-third of the proposed route miles and which are all “easier” routes.

Table 3-26. Route miles and percentage of total proposed connected routes by
proposed system for three difficulty levels in Alternative 4. Construction and
maintenance standards for each difficulty level are found in Forest Service Handbook
2309.18. Short-term mileages include new trail construction; and all road-to-trail
conversions assumed to be “easier” difficulty level. Long-term mileages assume road-to-
trail conversions have reached desired difficulty objective.

% of Total
Proposed OHV System Route Difficulty Route Miles LongTerm | Connected Miles (by
system)
LaDee Flats Easier 9.2 37
More Difficult 7.0 28
Most Difficult 9.0 36
McCubbins Gulch Easier 10.7 32
More Difficult 229 68
Most Difficult 0 0
Rock Creek Easier 20.6 55
More Difficult 11.8 32
Most Difficult 49 13
Combined Easier 40.5 42
More Difficult 41.7 43
Most Difficult 13.9 14

The high percentage of “easier” routes in this alternative also resulted from designing some “easier” loops in each
proposed system. For example, one of the loops in the proposed Rock Creek system would be constructed and
maintained as an “easier” route in order to provide the full range of difficulty levels in this system. Doing so elevates
the overall percentage of “easier” routes beyond the ideal range. The route system proposed in Alternative 4 would
likely appeal to beginning riders and family groups with younger members. The overall percentage of “most difficult”
routes is in the range recommended by Crimmins (2006); however the shortage of “more difficult” routes may
discourage use by intermediate and advanced riders.

Like Alternatives 2 and 3, Alternative 4 would officially open North Fork Quarry for its short hill climbs. The
percentage of local OHV enthusiasts who seek out this particular specialized setting is not known. Anecdotal
evidence indicates that it is used frequently. Easy access to the Portland/Vancouver Metropolitan area and relatively
low elevation enables year around access. Road 4610 (Abbot Road) would not be open to OHV use in Alternative 4
eliminating a potential technical four-wheel driveway.

Night riding would be prohibited in Alternative 4, narrowing the range of OHV experiences compared to
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 in which night riding would be permitted.

The combination of a high percentage of “easier” routes, the fewest total available miles, and no night riding make

Alternative 4 the least diverse and difficult proposal (among the action alternatives) for OHV enthusiasts. Alternative
1 offers fewer difficult routes and less access to special settings, but offers many more miles.
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Cumulative Effects — Diversity in Trail Difficulty

In Alternative 3, the percentages of connected routes in the three difficulty classes change when the Hood River
County OHV system is considered. The difficulty levels for the connected Gibson Prairie and Mt. Defiance systems
are shown in Table 3-27. Hood River County’s Eastside Area routes have not yet been finalized, so an estimate of
route difficulties is not possible at this time.

The Hood River County OHV system would be available in Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 also, but they would not be
integrated with the Forest's OHV system.

Table 3-27. Route miles and percentage of total proposed connected routes in Hood
River County including proposed connections to National Forest system routes in the
Gibson Prairie and Mt. Defiance locations for three difficulty levels in Alternative 3.

Route Miles % of Total Connected
Long Term Miles

Proposed OHV System

Route Difficulty

Gibson Prairie Easier not determined not determined
More Difficult not determined not determined
Most Difficult not determined not determined
Mt. Defiance Easier 95.8 60
More Difficult 46.2 29
Most Difficult 16.5 10
Supply and Demand

The following is an analysis based on Key Issue 1 (Section 1.10.1) — Designating OHV routes may not have the
capacity to meet the existing or future needs of OHV users.

Measure and Analysis Methodology

Several key measures of OHV popularity indicate an upward trend in both vehicles sales and use days (Cordell 2008;
Bergerson et al. 2005). There is a concern that the proposed routes may not be sufficient to accommodate the growth
of OHV sports and the likely demand for more access.

Using the proposed staging area capacity for each proposed system (and several key assumptions), estimates of area
PAOTs (persons at one time), and available visitor days were generated for each alternative. The estimates were used
to compare the alternatives against current OHV use statistics described by English, Kocis and Hales (2004).

Several caveats are pertinent to an evaluation of supply and demand:

1. Information about current OHV use patterns in the Forest is scant. The 2003 National Visitor Use Monitoring
(NVUM) study provides a gross, Forestwide estimate of visitor participation in motorized vehicle sports. It does
not, however, provide any information about how participation is distributed in time or space. The NVUM also
does not indicate what vehicle classes were used at the time of the survey.

2. Itis neither necessary nor cost-effective to size staging areas for peak use since there is a substantial variation
in seasonal and weekly use levels (Crimmins 2006). Some of the proposed areas are better suited than others to
accommodate overflow parking.

3. This analysis is not the final word about OHV route designation in the Forest. Future route designations could

be made as a result of future proposals and further NEPA analysis. Also, route designation on lands under other
ownership and jurisdiction is also a dynamic situation that affects capacity.
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Direct and Indirect Effects - Supply and Demand
Alternative 1

Despite the large number of roads that would be open to OHVs, as well as off-road driving opportunities, the limiting
factor in determining supply for Alternative 1 is parking for transport vehicles and trailers. Rock quarries and pits
were found to be opportune staging areas in each of the action alternatives, so Forestwide quarries were used to
estimate capacity for Alternative 1 as well. There are 61 rock quarries in the Forest. The average quarry size was
conservatively estimated to be two acres with a parking capacity of 60 vehicles. It was also assumed that on average,
Forest roads would be snow free for six months each year (56 primary days and 126 secondary days). Eighty percent
of OHV recreation is assumed to occur on primary days (weekends and holidays).

Alternative 1 would potentially have the capacity to provide approximately 819,840 primary visitor days (weekends
and holidays) and 2,664,480 total visitor days for OHV recreation. According to National Visitor Use Monitoring
statistics for OHV participation, there are currently about 37,546 recreation visits involving OHV use in the Forest
(English, Kocis and Hales 2004). Hence, this alternative would provide excess capacity when compared simply to
current demand.

Cordell reported growth of 56.1% nationally for off-road driving participant days from 1999 to 2008 (Cordell, Betz et
al. 2008). If local growth in participant days continued to grow at this average national rate, total estimated demand
would be 58,609 days in 2018 and 91,489 days in 2028. Assuming 80% of OHV use is on primary days (weekends and
holidays), primary day demand would be 73,191 in the year 2028, and capacity would be 819,840 days. Capacity is
predicted to exceed demand for the foreseeable future in Alternative 1.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 would have the capacity to provide approximately 89,632 primary visitor days (weekends and holidays)
and 290,088 total visitor days for OHV recreation (Table 3-28). According to National Visitor Use Monitoring
statistics for OHV participation, there are currently about 37,546 recreation visits involving OHV use in the Forest
(English, Kocis and Hales 2004). As in Alternative 1, this alternative would also provide excess capacity when
compared simply to current demand.

If local growth in participant days continues to grow at the average national rate of 56.1% per decade (Cordell, Betz
et al 2008), total estimated demand would be 58,609 days in 2018 and 91,489 days in 2028. Assuming 80% of OHV
use is on primary days (weekends and holidays), primary day demand would be 73,191 in the year 2028, and capacity
would be 89,632 days. Capacity is predicted to exceed demand for at least the next two decades in Alternative 2.

If Alternative 2 were implemented, many factors that influence demand would change, making a prediction about
future demand difficult to quantify. Several features of this alternative may make the Mt. Hood National Forest less
desirable for OHV recreation, and demand may go down:

e  The total number of route miles in the Forest would be reduced from about 2,300 presently to 221.
e These routes are not all connected; rather they are in six discrete locations.

e  Even though most OHV use in the Forest currently takes place in the six OHV systems where routes are pro-
posed in this Alternative, the proposed routes could be more crowded especially on primary days (weekends and
holidays). For instance, if the Peavine routes were at full capacity, there would only be an average distance of 333
feet between riders, based on the PAOT calculation shown in Table 3-28.

e Bear Creek, Gibson Prairie, LaDee Flats, and Peavine route systems would provide only moderately adequate
day-long recreation opportunities (Table 3-12).

e Class II vehicle enthusiasts would find only modest driving opportunities.

e  The opportunities to drive cross-country (off roads and trails) and to camp in the vicinity of Gate Creek Ditch
(Rock Creek routes) would be eliminated.

Chapter 3 — 28



Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Conversely, other features in Alternative 2 may increase demand:

e  The total number of designated OHV trail miles would increase from about 58 presently to roughly 148, includ-
ing more single-track opportunities.

e  The McCubbins Gulch and Rock Creek proposed route systems would each provide fully adequate day-long
recreation opportunities (Table 3-12) with distances comparable with many other OHV areas in Oregon (such as
Huckleberry Flat, Blue Mountain, Upper Walla Walla).

e A higher level of trail difficulty would offer a greater degree of challenge when compared to the existing situation.

e More developed staging areas, signing and management of proposed routes would provide an overall better
recreation experience.

Table 3-28. Estimated available OHV visitor days (by proposed system) for Alternative
2 based on available season, staging area parking capacity (number of vehicles towing
a trailer), and persons-at-one-time (PAOTs). Available season is based on seasonal
restrictions for soil and wildlife. Number of recreation days includes primary (P =
weekends and holidays) and secondary (S = weekdays except for holidays). PAOTs were
assumed to be four people per parked vehicle (four motorcycles per trailer) except for
Gibson were it was assumed two people per parked vehicle (2 quads per trailer).

Number of Stagin . o Total
Proposed OHV Available Rec. Days Argea ° AL EL R P+S
System Season Parking PAOT Visitor
Capacity Days
Bear Creek 6/16-10/31 42 96 20 80 3,360 7,680 11,040
Gibson Prairie 6/16-10/31 42 96 18 36 1,512 3,456 4,968
LaDee Flats 4/1-12/1* 76 168 30 120 9,120 20,160 29,280
McCubbins 5/1-11/30* | 67 147 20 80 5,360 11,760 17,120
Peavine 6/16-11/30 | 53 115 150 600 31,800 69,000 100,800
Rock Creek 3/2-10/31 74 170 130 520 38,480 88,400 126,880
Total 354 | 792 368 1,436 89,632 200,456 | 290,088

*Note: McCubbins Gulch available season based on estimated snow-free season.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 would provide approximately 120,236 primary visitor days (weekends and holidays) and 388,744 total
visitor days for OHV recreation (Table 3-29). According to National Visitor Use Monitoring statistics for OHV
participation, there are currently about 37,546 recreation visits involving OHV use in the Forest (English, Kocis
and Hales 2004). Alternative 3 would provide considerably more excess capacity than Alternative 2 when compared
simply to current demand.

If local growth in participant days continues to grow at the average national rate of 56.1% per decade (Cordell, Betz
et al 2008), total estimated demand would be 58,609 days in 2018 and 91,489 days in 2028. Assuming 80% of OHV
use is on primary days (weekends and holidays), primary day demand would be 73,191 in the year 2028, and capacity
would be 120,236 days. Capacity is predicted to far exceed demand for at least the next two decades in Alternative 3.

Like Alternative 2, implementation of Alternative 3 would introduce new variables making a prediction about future

demand difficult to quantify. Several features of this alternative may make the Mt. Hood National Forest less desirable
for OHV recreation, and demand may go down:

e  The total number of route miles in the Forest would be reduced from about 2,300 presently to 326.

e These routes are not all connected; rather they are in eight discrete locations.
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e  Even though most OHV use in the Forest currently takes place in the proposed systems where routes are pro-
posed in this Alternative, the proposed routes could end up being more crowded, especially on primary days
(weekends and holidays). For instance, if the Rock Creek routes were at full capacity, there would only be an
average distance of 621 feet between riders, based on the PAOT calculation shown in Table 3-29.

e With 39.6 miles of single-track trail, the proposed Bear Creek route system would provide only a moderately
adequate day-long recreation opportunity (Table 3-13).

e Class II vehicle enthusiasts would find even fewer driving opportunities than in Alternative 2.

e  The opportunities to drive cross-country (off roads and trails) and to camp in the vicinity of Gate Creek Ditch
(Rock Creek routes) would be eliminated.

Conversely, other features of Alternative 3 may increase demand:

e  The total number of designated OHV trail miles would increase from about 58 presently to roughly 200, includ-
ing even more single-track opportunities than in Alternative 2.

e LaDee Flats (Class I vehicles), McCubbins Gulch (Class III vehicles), Peavine (Class I vehicles) and Rock Creek
(Class I and III vehicles) proposed route systems would each provide fully adequate day-long recreation oppor-
tunities (Table 3-13) with distances comparable with many other OHV areas in Oregon (such as Huckleberry
Flat, Blue Mountain, and Upper Walla Walla).

e  Connectivity to Hood River County trails from Gibson Prairie and Mt. Defiance routes would provide a higher
quality OHV experience in both jurisdictions.

e A higher level of trail difficulty would offer a greater degree of challenge when compared to the existing situation.

e  More developed staging areas, signing and management of proposed routes would provide an overall better
recreation experience.

e  The opportunity to camp at managed staging areas may be an attraction for those looking for extended trips.

Table 3-29. Estimated available OHV visitor days (by proposed system) for Alternative
3 based on available season, staging area parking capacity (number of vehicles towing
a trailer), and persons-at-one-time (PAOTs). Available season is based on seasonal
restrictions for soil and wildlife. Number of recreation days includes primary (P =
weekends and holidays) and secondary (S = weekdays except for holidays). PAOTs were
assumed to be four people per parked vehicle (four motorcycles per trailer) except

for Gibson were it was assumed two people per parked vehicle (2 quads per trailer).

No capacity or available visitor day estimates were calculated for the Gibson or Mt.
Defiance route systems because they would not have staging areas in the Forest. They
would essentially be extensions of Hood River County trail systems.

Number of Stagin . . - Total
Proposed OHV | Available Rec. Days Alf’eag AVEICIACUE A P+S
System Season Parking PAOT Visitor
Capacity Days
Bear Creek 6/16-10/31 42 96 20 80 3,360 7,680 11,040
Graham Pass 6/1-10/31* 47 106 43 172 8,084 18,232 26,272
LaDee Flats 4/1-12/1* 76 168 94 376 28,576 63,168 91,744
McCubbins 5/1-11/30* 67 147 79 316 21,172 46,452 67,624
Peavine 6/16-11/30 53 115 97 388 20,564 44,620 65,184
Rock Creek 3/2-10/31 74 170 130 520 38,480 88,400 126,880
Total 359 | 802 463 1,852 120,236 | 268,552 | 388,744

*Note: Graham Pass, LaDee and McCubbins available seasons based on estimated snow-free period.
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Alternative 4

Alternative 4 would provide approximately 52,960 primary visitor days (weekends and holidays) and 173,280 total
visitor days for OHV recreation (Table 3-30). According to National Visitor Use Monitoring statistics for OHV
participation, there are currently about 37,546 recreation visits involving OHV use in the Forest (English, Kocis and
Hales 2004). Like all of the other alternatives, Alternative 4 would provide excess capacity in the short term when
compared simply to current demand.

If local growth in participant days continues to grow at the national average rate of 56.1% per decade (Cordell, Betz
et al. 2008), total estimated demand would be 58,609 days in 2018 and 91,489 days in 2028. Assuming 80% of OHV
use is on primary days (weekends and holidays), primary day demand would be 46,887 in the year 2018, and capacity
would be 52,960 days. In 2028, however, primary day demand would be 73,191, and capacity would still only be
52,960 days. Capacity is predicted to exceed demand for at least the next decade in Alternative 2. It is predicted to fall
short sometime during the second decade.

Alternative 4 would also introduce variables making a prediction about future demand difficult to quantify. Several
features of this alternative may make the Mt. Hood National Forest less attractive for OHV recreation, and demand
may go down:

e  The total number of route miles in the Forest would be reduced from about 2,439 presently to 96.
e These routes are not all connected; rather they are in three discrete locations.

e  Even though much OHV use in the Forest currently takes place in the three proposed system where routes are
proposed in this Alternative, the proposed routes could be more crowded especially on primary days (weekends
and holidays).

e LaDee Flats, McCubbins and Rock Creek route systems would provide only moderately adequate day-long recre-
ation opportunities (Table 3-14). No system would provide a fully adequate daylong experience.

e  Class IT vehicle enthusiasts would find the fewest driving opportunities, especially since Road 4610 (Abbot Road)
is not included in Alternative 4.

e The opportunities to drive cross-country (off roads and trails), to ride trails at night, and to camp overnight at
OHYV staging areas (except McCubbins Gulch Campground) would be eliminated.

Conversely, other features of Alternative 4 may increase demand:

o The total number of designated OHV trail miles would increase from about 58 presently to roughly 70.
e A higher level of trail difficulty would offer a greater degree of challenge when compared to the existing situation.

e  More developed staging areas, signing and management of proposed routes would provide an overall better
recreation experience.

Table 3-30. Estimated available OHV visitor days (by proposed system) for Alternative
4 based on available season, staging area parking capacity (number of vehicles towing
a trailer), and persons-at-one-time (PAOTs). Available season is based on seasonal
restrictions for soil and wildlife. Number of recreation days includes primary (P =
weekends and holidays) and secondary (S = weekdays except for holidays). PAOTs were
assumed to be four people per parked vehicle (four motorcycles per trailer) except for
Gibson were it was assumed two people per parked vehicle (2 quads per trailer).

Rec. Days Area Available Visitor Days Total
Proposed OHV | Available Parking P + S Visitor
Season Capacity Days
LaDee Flats 4/1-12/1* 76 168 30 120 9,120 20,160 29,280
McCubbins 5/1-11/30% | 67 147 20 80 5,360 11,760 17,120
Rock Creek 3/2-10/31 74 170 130 520 38,480 88,400 126,880
Total 217 | 485 180 720 52,960 120,320 173,280

*Note: LaDee and McCubbins available season based on estimated snow-free season.

Chapter 3 — 31



OHV Management Plan, Including Forest Plan Amendment #17

Cumulative Effects - Supply and Demand

On the supply side, other National Forests in Oregon are analyzing designated OHV routes in accordance with the
Final Travel Management Rule. Decisions have not yet been made, so it is not known if the overall supply of OHV
routes would increase or decrease.

The 2008 Road Decommissioning for Aquatic Restoration project and the 2008 Clackamas Road Decommissioning
for Aquatic Restoration proposed to decommission roads that are no longer be needed for the administration of the
National Forest These decisions reduce the number of miles of roads available for OHV use in Alternative 1.

In Alternatives 1 and 3, the Forest’s proposed OHV routes would connect with roads and trails open to Class I and
Class III vehicles on lands administered by Hood River County north of Gibson Prairie and also east of Mt. Defiance.
The County’s Mt. Defiance route system includes 89 miles of roads and 64 miles of trails open to OHV's that would
connect to National Forest system routes. In the area north of Gibson routes, there are 79 miles of roads and 63 miles
of trails (across three ownerships: SDS, Longview Timber, Hood River County) open to OHV use that would connect
to National Forest System routes.

High gasoline prices, negative consumer confidence, and tight credit markets may reduce demand for OHV
recreation, at least in the short-term. Fuel prices hurt OHV recreation in 2008 (Albright 2008). In the face of chronic
gas price escalation, OHV enthusiasts are predicted to recreate closer to home rather than abandon the sport
altogether. For Portland, Vancouver and Willamette Valley residents, the Mt. Hood National Forest is substantially
closer to home than central or eastern Oregon. Fewer than half of OHV survey respondents in 2005 said that “lack
of money” was an important reason for not participating in their motorized activities more than they do (Bergerson
et al. 2005). Given the extent and severity of the current recession, a survey done today would likely reveal a higher
percentage affected by financial concerns.

Access to Rock Creek OHV Routes

The following is an analysis of Key Issue 2 (Section 1.10.1) - Designating new OHYV routes may alter the balance
between motorized and non-motorized recreation interests and uses. For example, some residents of the Sportsman’s
Park subdivision raised specific concern about restricting direct OHV access to the Rock Creek proposed system,
while other residents of the community expressed their desire for direct OHV access.

The following analysis is also based on concerns that the only proposed staging area for the Rock Creek routes may
be too high in elevation to provide parking for early season riding.

Measure and Analysis Methodology

Even before the Proposed Action for Rock Creek OHV roads and trails was formally announced for public scoping,
tension developed between local property owners opposed to OHV use in the general area and their neighbors who
own and enjoy OHVs. Some residents insisted that there be no designated routes closer than four or five miles from
the western boundary of Sportsman’s Park subdivision. Other residents wanted continued access to traditional routes
adjacent to Gate Creek Ditch, but also wanted to be able to continue riding directly from Sportsman’s Park to Forest
OHV routes.

The interests of some residents seem to be (1) security and (2) quality of life. Perhaps first and foremost, they said that
they were concerned about a wildfire erupting from some activity related to OHV recreation. They fear that a wildfire
could easily overtake their community and destroy private property or worse. They also expressed concerns about the
Forest Service “inviting” too many strangers so close to their homes. Theft and vandalism were among their concerns.
Finally, the potential noise and dust from OHV use raises quality of life issues for property owners who moved to
Sportsman’s Park to get away from such pollution.

The interests of other residents seem to be (1) fairness and (2) convenience. They fear losing one of the primary
benefits that motivated some of them to move to Sportsman’s Park: easy access to National Forest roads and trails
for OHV use. In at least one case, riding OHV's from private property at Sportsman’s Park into the Forest provides a
unique, life-enriching experience for a family with special needs. OHV owners also feel it would be an unwarranted
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inconvenience for them to have to trailer their OHVs to a distant staging area and then be able to ride on routes
adjacent to their property. Further complicating the matter, in their view, the staging area might be too high in
elevation to permit early-season riding.

The alternatives were qualitatively evaluated according to how they meet the interests of local property owners. The
distance separating the nearest proposed OHV route from Sportsman’s Park is also quantified.

Direct and Indirect Effects — Access to Rock Creek OHV Routes
Alternative 1

In Alternative 1, all routes in the vicinity of Sportsman’s Park and other private parcels near Rock Creek Reservoir
would continue to be used by OHVs. The closest native surface road that could be used by OHVs (Road 4820-132)
is less than 500 feet from the northern boundary of the residential area. In addition, OHVs would not be prohibited
from driving off of roads throughout the general area. The terrain is fairly flat, and the vegetation type (ponderosa
pine forest with a relatively open shrub understory) is conducive to driving oft-road. Prescribed fires and thinning
operations in the past several years have further reduced the vegetative understory density. The area west of Rock
Creek Reservoir would likely continue to be a popular OHV riding destination. OHV use in the general area is
predicted to increase in Alternative 1.

Because of its popularity among OHV enthusiasts, the area around Gate Creek Ditch (approximately 1/4 mile south
of Sportsman’s Park) is also heavily used for dispersed camping, particularly on weekends during the spring, summer
and fall. In Alternative 1, this area would continue to be available for dispersed camping.

Property owners at Sportsman’s Park that own OHVs would continue to be able to ride directly into the Forest from
private property.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 would permit OHV use on lower elevation (2,300 feet to 3,200 feet elevation) routes near Sportsman’s
Park, but would not provide direct access from private property to these routes. OHV owners at Sportsman’s Park
would need to transport their machines to the staging area at Post Point (elevation 3,600 feet), five miles west of the
residential area. The closest designated route to Sportsman’s Park would be roughly 0.7 miles from the subdivision’s
southern boundary.

Driving oft-road (an attraction that helped popularize the general Rock Creek area among OHV enthusiasts) would
no longer be allowed. This prohibition would put an end to OHV use in the wide-open area adjacent to Gate Creek
Ditch, in several quarry areas west of Road 48, and south of Road 48 in the vicinity of an area under permit to the
American Native Peoples Organization (ANPO). Also, the route across Gate Creek Ditch on Road 4800-130 would be
bridged and armored to protect the structural integrity of the ditch.

Although OHV use would be permitted closer to Sportsman’s Park than some residents would prefer, the designated
day-use area in Alternative 2 would address some of the security and quality of life issues. There would be a
prohibition on campfires and overnight occupancy within a 3,533 acre area surrounding Sportsman’s Park, including
Gate Creek Ditch. The restrictions on campfires, overnight use and cross-country travel would reduce noise, dust and
risk of wildfire threatening private property. The area that would be restricted to “day-use only” represents less than
one percent of the Mt. Hood National Forest, so the effect on overall dispersed camping would be very small.

If Alternative 2 were implemented, OHV use of the proposed system is predicted to decline slightly in the short term
and grow less rapidly than either Alternative 1 or Alternative 3 in the long term because:

e  Alternative 2 would offer fewer designated route miles than currently exist (39.3 miles of designated roads and
trails in Alternative 2);

e No off-road riding would be permitted;
e  No direct access from Sportsman’s Park would be provided; and,

e No overnight use around Gate Creek Ditch would be permitted.
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Alternative 3

Alternative 3 would not permit OHV use on most of the lower elevation routes near Sportsman’s Park that would be
designated in Alternative 2. The majority of designated routes would be more than four miles west of the residential
area, and the closest loop route would be about 1.5 miles south. All loop routes are more than two miles west and
south of private parcels other than Sportsman’s Park.

Alternative 3 would provide direct access from Sportsman’s Park to designated OHV routes. OHV owners would be
permitted to enter the route system from one proposed trail constructed to the western boundary of the residential
area. This is the only route within the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI). Three design features in this alternative
should discourage heavy use on this access route. First, the route is not a loop, but rather a one-way-in/one-way-out
route to the residential area. Second, there are more route miles in Alternative 3 than in Alternative 2, and they are
centered several miles west of private land. Third, the road to Badger Lake would be designated as an OHV route,
providing a desirable destination in the opposite direction from private land.

As in Alternative 2, driving off-road (an attraction that helped popularize the general Rock Creek area among OHV
enthusiasts) would no longer be allowed. This prohibition would put an end to OHV use in the wide-open area
adjacent to Gate Creek Ditch, in several quarry areas west of Road 48, and south of Road 48, in the vicinity of an
area under permit to the American Native Peoples Organization (ANPO). Also as in Alternative 2, there would be a
prohibition on campfires and overnight occupancy within a 3,533 acre area surrounding Sportsman’s Park, including
Gate Creek Ditch. These changes would contribute to a reduction of noise, dust and risk of wildfire threatening
private property. The area that would be restricted to “day-use only” represents less than one percent of the Forest, so
the effect on overall dispersed camping would be very small.

With one-third more designated route miles (61.2 miles in Alternative 3; 39.3 miles in Alternative 2), and with direct
access from Sportsman’s Park, Rock Creek routes would likely be more popular in Alternative 3 than in Alternative
2. However, with no off-road riding, and no overnight use permitted around Gate Creek Ditch, OHV use of the
proposed system is predicted to remain level in the short term and grow less rapidly than in Alternative 1.

Alternative 4

Alternative 4 would not designate any OHV routes in the lower elevation area (2,300 feet to 3,200 feet elevation). All
proposed routes would be more than three miles west of all private parcels in the general Rock Creek area.

Alternative 4 would not provide direct access from Sportsman’s Park to designated OHV routes. OHV owners at
Sportsman’s Park would need to transport their machines to the staging area at Post Point (elevation 3,600 feet), five
miles west of the residential area.

As in Alternatives 2 and 3, driving off-road, an attraction that helped popularize the Rock Creek proposed system
among OHYV enthusiasts, would no longer be allowed. This prohibition would put an end to OHV use in the wide-
open area adjacent to Gate Creek Ditch, in several quarry areas west of Road 48, and south of Road 48, in the vicinity
of an area under permit to the American Native Peoples Organization (ANPO). However, because no OHV routes
would be designated in the vicinity of Sportsman’s Park and Gate Creek Ditch, there would be no prohibition on
campfires or overnight occupancy in the area. Some overnight use would be expected to continue, but it would not be
as convenient for OHV groups to camp there.

With roughly the same number of designated route miles (37.2 miles in Alternative 4; 39.6 miles in Alternative 2), but
with no direct access from Sportsman’s Park, no permitted use of lower elevation routes (more likely to be snow-free
in the spring) and no night riding allowed, Rock Creek routes would likely be less popular in Alternative 4 than in
either Alternative 2 or Alternative 3. If Alternative 4 were implemented, OHV use of the proposed system is predicted
to decline in the short term and grow less rapidly than any of the other alternatives.

Cumulative Effects — Access to Rock Creek OHV Routes

In Alternative 1, cross-country use of OHVs would probably increase because the Sportsman’s Park and Ramsey
under-burns have reduced understory vegetation providing easier access.

There are no cumulative effects related to this issue for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.
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Noise from OHVs

The following is an analysis of Key Issue 2 (Section 1.10.1) - Changes to OHV designation on the Forest can affect
the quality of non-motorized recreation. A specific concern was that the noise of OHV's may adversely affect quiet
recreation use, particularly where it carries into roadless and wilderness areas.

Measure and Analysis Methodology

The sound of OHVs in a wildland setting causes displeasure for many who visit the Forest seeking a “quiet” recreation
experience. For some, the sound of motorized vehicles is an irreconcilable factor that makes sharing the same space
with OHV's unacceptable. This attitude is most acutely felt by “quiet” recreators on trails constructed and maintained
for non-motorized use, in developed recreation sites, and in wilderness areas. Notwithstanding the concerns about
noise conflicts raised during scoping for this project, the Mt. Hood National Forest receives few complaints about
OHYV noise.

The Oregon Environmental Quality Commission has the authority to adopt standards for noise emissions from
mufflers that are required for off-road vehicles for compliance with ORS 821.040. Currently, Class I, IT and III ATVs
must be muftled to produce no more than 99 decibels (dB) sound pressure (stationary test at 20 inches). Sound
pressure radiating from a point source decreases by a factor of 1/2 as the distance is doubled (Sengpielaudio 2008).
Using this principle, it is possible to estimate the damping of sound levels (dB) with distance. To compare the
alternatives, an inventory of non-motorized trails, developed recreation sites, and wilderness areas was developed
and evaluated for distance from proposed OHV roads, trails and one area. Assuming a point source emitting sound
pressure of 99 dB (the highest level allowed by State law), the area within which sound might be readily detected was
estimated. A decibel level of 30, commonly characterized as “very quiet,” was used as the lower limit of detection. A
99 dB sound pressure measured at 20 inches from an OHV muffler would dampen to 30 dB at about 4,700 feet (0.89
miles) from the source. A comparison of the alternatives was made using the number of miles of non-motorized
trail and other areas where sound emitted by OHVs might be readily detected (30 dB or greater). Topographic relief
dampens sound pressure; and this effect was considered in determining the affected distance along non-motorized
trails or into wilderness areas. Distances were estimated with a map measure. Areas were estimated with a dot grid.

This analysis describes the area where OHV sounds might possibly be heard. No attempt was made to estimate the
probability of hearing the sounds. First, there is insufficient in situ data about OHV use and about quiet recreation
use (location, duration and timing) to draw any meaningful conclusions. Secondly, the 30+ dB sound detection area
(with a radius of 4,700 feet) used in this analysis describes a much larger area than would be created by most OHVs
which emit sound at much lower decibels than 99 dB.

Direct and Indirect Effects - Noise from OHVs
Alternative 1

The potential effect of OHV noise in Alternative 1 would be the highest among the four alternatives. In Alternative

1, OHVs would be permitted to use 2,463 miles of National Forest System roads, many of which intersect or are near
non-motorized trails. There are 271 managed, non-motorized trails in the Forest (excluding winter-only trails). These
trails total approximately 940 miles in length. The cumulative length of non-motorized trails where users would be
potentially affected by noise from OHV’s is estimated to be 100 miles (estimated with map measure and topographic
maps). This number of miles represents 11% of all non-motorized trails in the Forest. Users of even more non-
motorized trails could be affected by noise from OHVs traveling oft-road.

Users of an estimated 60 miles of wilderness trails would be potentially affected by noise from OHVs (estimated with
map measure and topographic maps). This number represents 13% of the 468 miles of wilderness trails in the Forest.

No estimate was made of the number of wilderness acres potentially affected by OHV noise.
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Alternative 2

The potential effect of OHV noise in Alternative 2 would be less than Alternative 1 or Alternative 3 and greater
than Alternative 4. The number of non-motorized trails where users would potentially be affected by OHV noise
would be 11 with a combined affected length of 15.4 miles. There are a total of 940 miles of non-motorized trails
managed by the Forest, so OHV sound would potentially affect 2% of all non-motorized trail miles. Four of the
potentially affected trails (3.8 miles) are in the Salmon-Huckleberry and Roaring River Wildernesses. There are 468
miles of wilderness trails managed by the Forest, so OHV sound would potentially affect users on less than 1% of all
wilderness trail miles (Table 3-31).

The average (mean) shortest distance between a proposed OHV road, trail, and one area and a non-motorized trail
would be 1,159 feet. The median shortest distance would be 634 feet. At these distances, the mean and median sound
levels would be 41 and 47 dB, respectively, an effect that is characterized as “quiet” (OMSI 2005). Users of the Pacific
Crest National Scenic Trail (PCT) would potentially be affected by OHV noises greater than 30 dB for approximately
0.7 miles from sources along roads in the proposed Peavine system. The length of the PCT affected would be greater
except for the sound damping effect of North and South Pinhead Buttes. Hikers on Vista Ridge Trail (Trail 626)
would not be affected by noise from proposed Bear Creek system roads and trails because of favorable topography.
The greatest potential OHV noise effect would be on Trails 783 and 788 which both terminate at a proposed
motorized mixed-use road (Table 3-31).

OHYV noise from Road 4610 in Alternative 2 could potentially penetrate 4,450 acres in the Salmon-Huckleberry
Wilderness, and 5,900 acres of the Roaring River Wilderness. OHV noise from proposed OHV roads and trails could
also potentially affect 400 acres of the Lower White River Wilderness and 90 acres of the Clackamas River Wilderness
(Sisi Butte). For all practical purposes, human access to most of these acres is limited, and the highest probable effect
would be along Trails 507 (Corral Springs), 521 (Huxley Ridge), 783 (Plaza Trail) and 788 (Plaza Lake Trail) for a
combined distance of 3.8 miles (Table 3-31).

Four small, developed campgrounds (Clear Creek, Keeps Mill, Summit Lake, and Rock Creek) would be within the
30 dB sound detection area of proposed OHV roads and trails. Campers would potentially experience OHV noise
levels at 35 dB or less, an effect characterized as “quiet” (OMSI 2005). Sound from OHV's might be least acceptable to
campers during night hours. Night riding would be permitted in Alternative 2 (Table 3-31).

Sportsman’s Park is not a National Forest recreation site; however it is addressed here because of the level of concern
about OHV noise raised by some residents. In this alternative, the closest proposed OHV road or trail in the Rock
Creek system would be 3,276 feet away from the southern boundary of the residential area. The potential OHV noise
effect at this distance would be roughly 33 dB, a level characterized as “very quiet” (OMSI 2005).
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Table 3-31. Sound pressure (dB) estimates, noise effect and amount of area potentially affected
(non-motorized trails, developed recreation sites and wilderness areas) by OHVs on proposed
routes by proposed system for Alternative 2. Noise effect symbols: VQ = very quiet; Q = quiet; A
= annoying; SHD8 = serious hearing damage (8 hour exposure). Alignment symbols: parallel (=);
perpendicular (A); area (O). *Note: For a non-motorized trail perpendicular to a proposed OHV
route, the highest sound pressure (column 4) would be only at the closest point (column 3); the
sound would diminish to 20 dB over the distance indicated in column 7. C = campground; W =
wilderness; A3 = research natural area; A4 = special interest area; A5 = unroaded recreation.

Shortest Motor Sound .
. Alignment of Length or Area
Proposed OHV Name of Distance ey Noise Non-Motor Where Motor
System No.n-l\(lotorlzed Between Motor . Shortest' Effect | Trail or Areato Sound May Be
Trail, Site or Area | and Non-Motor | Distance Point Motor Route* Detected
Trails (ft) (dB)*
Bear Creek Trail 632 158 ft. 59 A/Q = 0.6 Mi.
Gibson Prairie | Trail 688 211 ft. 57 A/Q = 3.6 Mi.
Mill Creek A3 0 ft. 929 SHD8 (0] 487 Ac.
LaDee Flats Trail 507 (W) 917 ft. 44 Q A 1.1 Mi.
Trail 521 917 ft. 44 Q A 0.3 Mi.
Trail 521 (W) 2,321 ft. 36 Q/\VQ A 0.7 Mi.
Trail 783 (W) 0 ft. 99 SHD8 A 1.1 Mi.
Trail 788 (W) 0 ft. 99 SHD8 A 0.9 Mi.
Salmon-Huck. W 0 ft. 99 SHD8 0] 4,450 Ac.
Roaring River W 0 ft. 99 SHDS8 (0] 5,900 Ac.
Squaw Mdws. A4 0 ft. 99 SHD8 O 774 Ac.
McCubbins Trail 487 3,310 ft. 33 VQ A 0.2 Mi.
Gulch Trail 490 211 ft. 57 Q A 0.7 Mi.
Trail 490A 634 ft. 47 Q = 2.9 Mi.
Clear Creek (C) 2,690 ft. 35 vQ (0] <10Ac.
Keeps Mill (C) 3,749 ft. 32 VQ o] <10 Ac.
L. White R. W 0 ft. 99 SHD8 (0] 400 Ac.
Peavine Trail 2000 3,696 ft. 32 VQ = 0.7 Mi.
Summit Lake CG 4,224 ft. 31 VQ (0] <10Ac.
Clackamas W 2,640 ft. 35 VQ (0] 90 Ac.
Rock Creek Trail 478 2,694 ft. 35 VQ = 2.6 Mi.
Rock Creek CG 3,379 ft. 33 VQ (0] <10 Ac.
Grasshopper A5 0 99 SHD8 0] 840 Ac.
Sportsman'’s Park 3,379 ft. 33 VQ (0] 70 Ac.
Alternative 3

The potential effect of OHV noise in this alternative would be less than Alternative 1 and greater than Alternatives

2 and 4. The number of non-motorized trails where users would be potentially affected by OHV noise would be 24
with a combined affected length of 28.4 miles. There are a total of 940 miles of non-motorized trails managed by the
Forest, so OHV sound would potentially affect 3% of all non-motorized trail miles. Eleven of the potentially affected
trails (12.5 miles) are in designated wilderness areas. There are 468 miles of wilderness trails managed by the Forest,
so OHV sound would potentially affect 3% of all wilderness trail miles (Table 3-32).
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The average (mean) shortest distance between a proposed OHV road, trail, and one area and a non-motorized trail
would be 1,191 feet. The median shortest distance would be 634 feet. At these distances, the mean and median sound
levels would be 42 and 47 dB, respectively, an effect characterized as “quiet” (OMSI 2005). In Alternative 3, the Pacific
Crest National Scenic Trail falls outside the 30 dB OHV sound detection area. As in Alternative 2, hikers on the Vista
Ridge Trail (Trail 626) would not be affected by noise from proposed Bear Creek system roads and trails because of
topographic relief. The greatest potential noise effect on non-motorized trails would be at the intersections of Trails
465, 466, 466A, 479A, 783 and 788 with proposed OHV roads and trails (Table 3-32).

OHYV noise along proposed OHV roads and trails in Alternative 3 could potentially affect five designated wilderness
areas: 4,450 acres in the Salmon-Huckleberry Wilderness; 5,400 acres in the Roaring River Wilderness; 320 acres

in the Mark O. Hatfield Wilderness; 400 acres in the Lower White River Wilderness; and 4,300 acres in the Badger
Creek Wilderness. For all practical purposes, human access to most of these acres is limited, and the most likely effect
would be along 11 wilderness trails for a combined distance of 12.5 miles (Table 3-32). Four wilderness trails (Trails
465, 466, 783 and 788) intersect a proposed OHV road or trail, locations with the greatest potential sound conflicts
(Table 3-32).

OHYV noise from the proposed Mt. Defiance system would not affect users of trails or areas in the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area because of favorable topography.

The same four small, developed campgrounds as in Alternative 2 (Clear Creek, Keeps Mill, Summit Lake, and Rock
Creek) would be within the 30 dB sound detection area of proposed OHV roads and trails in Alternative 3 (Table
3-32). Compared to Alternative 2, Clear Creek Campground would be slightly closer to proposed OHV roads and
trails in the McCubbins system, and Rock Creek Campground would be slightly farther away from proposed OHV
roads and trails in the Rock Creek system. Campers would potentially experience OHV noise levels at 37 dB or less,
an effect characterized as “quiet” (OMSI 2005). Sound from OHVs might be least acceptable to campers during night
hours. Night riding would be permitted in Alternative 3.

In Alternative 3, a proposed OHYV trail would intersect the boundary of Sportsman’s Park residential area allowing
direct access for residents to the proposed Rock Creek system. The potential OHV noise effect at the boundary would
be 99 dB, a level capable of causing serious health effects if the noise were sustained for eight hours (OMSI 2005). In
reality, noises at this point location would be expected to be ephemeral. It is also likely that the sound level would be
considerably less than 99 dB. Virtually all use of the access trail to Sportsman’s Park would be by homeowners who
have a stake in the livability of their community. Also, most of the OHV use on the trail would be Class I ATV that
generally are quieter than motorcycles. There are currently 53 property owners at Sportsman’s Park that own a Class I
ATV (Bursell, personal communication, 2008).
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Table 3-32. Sound pressure (dB) estimates, noise effect and amount of area potentially affected
(non-motorized trails, developed recreation sites and wilderness areas) by OHVs on proposed
routes by proposed system for Alternative 3. Noise effect symbols: VQ = very quiet; Q = quiet; A
= annoying; SHD8 = serious hearing damage (8 hour exposure). Alignment symbols: parallel (=);
perpendicular (A); area (O). *Note: For a non-motorized trail perpendicular to a proposed OHV
route, the highest sound pressure (column 4) would be only at the closest point (column 3); the
sound would diminish to 20 dB over the distance indicated in column 7. C = campground; W =
wilderness; A3 = research natural area; A4 = special interest area; A5 = unroaded recreation.

Shortest Distance| Motor Sound Alignment of Length or Area

Name of Between Motor | Level at Shortest Noise Non-Motor Where Motor

Non-Motorized

Proposed OHV

System Trail. Site or Area and Non-Motor Distance Point Effect Trail or Area to Sound May Be

! Trails (ft) (dB)* Motor Route* Detected
Bear Creek Trail 632 158 ft. 59 A/Q = 0.6 Mi.
Gibson Prairie | Trail 688 2,534 ft. 35 vQ = 1.2 Mi.
Graham Pass Sugar Pine A4 1,320 ft. 41 Q/VQ (0] 35 Ac.
La Dee Trail 507 (W) 917 ft. 44 Q A 1.1 Mi.
Trail 521 917 ft. 44 Q A 0.3 Mi.
Trail 521 (W) 2,321 ft. 36 Q/VQ A 0.7 Mi.
Trail 783 (W) 0 ft. 99 SHD8 A 1.1 Mi.
Trail 788 (W) 0 ft. 99 SHD8 A 0.9 Mi.

Salmon-Huck. W 0 ft. 99 SHD8 (¢} 4,450 Ac.

Roaring River W 0 ft. 99 SHDS8 (0] 5,400 Ac.

Squaw Mdws. A4 0 ft. 99 SHD8 0 774 Ac.
McCubbins Trail 487 2,750 ft. 35 VQ A 0.7 Mi.
Trail 490 211 ft. 57 A/Q N 0.7 Mi.
Trail 490A 634 ft. 47 Q = 2.9 Mi.

Clear Creek CG 2,090 ft. 37 VQ (0] <10Ac.

Keeps Mill CG 3,749 ft. 32 VQ (0] <10Ac.

L. White R. W 0 ft. 99 SHD8 (o] 400 Ac.
Mt. Defiance Trail 413 (W) 3,106 ft. 34 VQ A 0.9 Mi.
Trail 413B 3,572 ft. 32 VQ A 0.4 Mi.
Trail 414 3,339 ft. 33 VQ A 0.1 Mi.
Trail 417 158 ft. 59 A/Q A 1.5 Mi.
Trail 417 (W) 1,766 ft. 39 VQ A 0.7 Mi.
Trail 417A 158 ft. 59 A/Q A 0.1 Mi.
Trail 610 528 ft. 49 Q A 0.9 Mi.

Mark Hatfield W 0 ft. 99 SHD8 0] 320 Ac.

Peavine Summit Lake CG 4,224 ft. 31 VvQ (0] <10 Ac.
Rock Creek Trail 458 (W) 1,100 ft. 43 Q/VQ = 1.4 Mi.
Trail 463 4,265 ft. 31 VQ A 0.3 Mi.
Trail 464 2,918 ft. 34 VQ A 0.4 Mi.
Trail 465 (W) 0 ft. 99 SHD8 A 0.9 Mi.
Trail 466 (W) 0 ft. 99 SHD8 A 1.2 Mi.
Trail 466A 0 ft. 99 SHD8 A 0.9 Mi.
Trail 478 634 ft. 47 Q = 4.9 Mi.
Trail 479 (W) 684 ft. 47 Q = 2.9 Mi.
Trail 479A 0 ft. 99 SHD8 A 0.2 Mi.
Trail 479A (W) 673 47 Q A 0.7 Mi.

Rock Creek CG 3,592 ft. 32 VQ (0] <10Ac.
Sportsman’s Park 0 ft. 99 SHD8 0] 70 Ac.

Badger Creek W 0 ft. 99 SHDS8 (0] 4,300 Ac.

Grasshopper A5 0 ft. 99 SHD8 0] 1,260 Ac.
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Alternative 4

Alternative 4 would have the least potential effect from OHV noise (Table 3-33). The number of non-motorized trails
where users would be potentially affected by OHV noise would be four, with a combined affected length of 6.6 miles.
There are a total of 940 miles of non-motorized trails managed by the Forest, so OHV sound would potentially affect
less than 1% of all non-motorized trails miles. No potentially affected trail is in a designated wilderness area.

Table 3-33. Sound pressure (dB) estimates, noise effect and amount of area potentially
affected (non-motorized trails, developed recreation sites and wilderness areas) by
OHVs on proposed routes by proposed system for Alternative 4. Noise effect symbols:
VQ = very quiet; Q = quiet; A = annoying; SHD8 = serious hearing damage (8 hour
exposure). Alignment symbols: parallel (=); perpendicular (A); area (O). *Note: For a
non-motorized trail perpendicular to a proposed OHV route, the highest sound pressure
(column 4) would be only at the closest point (column 3); the sound would diminish to
20 dB over the distance indicated in column 7. C = campground; W = wilderness; A3 =
research natural area; A4 = special interest area; A5 = unroaded recreation.

Shortest Motor Length
Name of Distance Sound at Alignment of | orArea
Proposed OHV Non-Motorized Trail Between Shortest Noise Non-Motor | Where Mo-
System Site or Area " | Motorand | Distance Effect |Trail or Siteto| tor Sound
Non-Motor Point Motor Route* | May Be
Trails (dB)* Detected
LaDee Flats None
McCubbins Trail 487 3,310 ft. 33 VQ A 0.2 Mi.
Gulch Trail 490 211 ft. 57 A/Q A 0.7 Mi.
Trail 490A 634 ft. 47 Q = 2.9 Mi.
Clear Creek CG 2,690 ft. 35 VQ (0] <10Ac.
Keeps Mill CG 3,749 ft. 32 VQ 0] <10 Ac.
L. White R. W 0ft. 99 SHD8 0 250 Ac.
Rock Creek Trail 478 634 ft. 47 Q = 2.8 Mi.
Grasshopper A5 0 ft. 99 SHD8 ] 840 Ac.

None of the trails in Table 3-33 intersect a proposed OHV road or trail. The median shortest distance between a
proposed OHV road or trail and a non-motorized trail would be 634 feet. At this distance, the sound level would be
47 dB, an effect characterized as a “quiet” (OMSI 2005). In Alternative 4, the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail falls
outside the 30 dB OHV sound detection area.

OHYV noise from proposed OHV roads, trails and one area in Alternative 4 would potentially affect people using 250
acres in the Lower White River Wilderness (Table 3-33). There are no managed trails in this wilderness, so the effect
to people would be minimal.

Only Clear Creek and Keeps Mill Campgrounds would be within the 30 dB sound detection areas of proposed OHV
roads and trails in Alternative 4 (Table 3-33). The potential effects from OHYV noise at both of these campgrounds
would be the same as in Alternative 2. Campers would potentially experience OHV noise levels at 35 dB or less, an
effect characterized as “quiet” (OMSI 2005).

Sportsman’s Park residential area would not be directly affected by OHV noise from proposed Rock Creek system

roads and trails. Some residents may notice noise from their neighbors loading OHV's onto trailers to haul them to
designated routes.
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Cumulative Effects - Noise from OHVs

Virtually all of the noise effects on non-motorized trails would be related to OHV's on motorized mixed-use roads.
Other routine and customary vehicular traffic would continue to use the roads, however most road noise from
licensed vehicles would have a sound level less than 70 dB (OMSI 2005). The distance at which this sound level would
dampen to 30 dB is about 166 feet, substantially less than the distance for OHV noise. The volume of traffic on all of
the proposed motorized mixed-use roads is not known.

3.1.3. Incomplete and Unavailable Information

The Forest has not done a comprehensive inventory of user-created OHV routes resulting from repeated cross-
country travel. Early in the development of this project, OHV users were invited to suggest routes (both for Forest
Service roads and trails as well as user-created routes) that they wanted to have considered as designated OHV
routes. Some of these routes are included in the action alternatives. Knowing the location and condition of other
user-created routes would be useful in order to decommission them, however such an inventory was not considered
vital for this analysis.

The 2003 National Visitor Use Monitoring study provides a gross, Forestwide estimate of visitor participation in
motorized vehicle sports. Statistics are only valid at the Forest level. NVUM does not provide any information
about how that participation is distributed in time or space. The study also does not indicate what classes of vehicles
were used at the time of the survey. Information about specific location of current OHV use is based on empirical
information (field observation and discussions with users).

This analysis reports the potential sound level from OHV's that might be heard on non-motorized trails, at developed
recreation sites, and in wilderness areas. It does not evaluate the probability that these sounds would actually be
heard by humans or the duration of that sound. The amount of use that the affected non-motorized trails receive

is not known, nor is the volume of traffic on all of the proposed motorized routes. Knowing current trail and road
use could have provided a way to estimate the probability of noise conflicts. However, for many quiet users of the
Forest, any OHV noise (or even knowing that such a noise might be heard) has a negative effect on their recreation
experience (Moore 1994). Therefore, it was felt that determining the location of potential noise conflicts was more
important than estimating the probability of such conflicts.

The Forest’s gravel and native surface road system connects to roads on lands administered by the Bureau of Land
Management along the western boundary of the Forest (south of Estacada and north of Opal Creek). The number of
connected miles open to OHV's on other ownerships in this vicinity is considerable, but not know precisely. The exact
number of miles of connected roads would not affect the conclusions made in this analysis.

3.2.Soils

This analysis is based on the information found in the Soils Specialist Report for this project, which is in the project
record located at the Forest Headquarters Office in Sandy, Oregon.

3.2.1. Affected Environment

Soil types used in this analysis were derived from the Mt. Hood National Forest Soil Resource Inventory (Howes
1979). Each proposed OHV system was evaluated individually due to the variety of ecotypes and soils present. This
analysis also provides unique and new challenges regarding how to measure and predict impacts using standards that
apply primarily to timber management practices in the era of the Forest Plan when it was new. The existing standards
still work very well for assessing and predicting impacts to soil productivity in specifically bounded and measurable
areas, such as stands undergoing vegetation treatments. However, they are more difficult to use for recently
completed analyses, such as grazing and invasive plant treatments where the analysis area is so large that collection of
soil samples is not practical, or a standard does not exist to address a specific concern.
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For this EIS, the primary concerns are soil erosion risk, proximity to sensitive lands or features (such as meadows),
and the ability of the soil to resist impacts and ability to recover from those impacts (resiliency) as a way to evaluate
productivity. The scale for the soil erosion analysis were points and trail segments that are of highest risk for erosion,
especially the potential for material that could be delivered to watercourses. The scale for productivity impacts (i.e.,
detrimental soil conditions caused by compaction) on the land have typically been evaluated and monitored at a
stand scale of five to 60 acres and works very well, but is a very timber management point of view. Evaluating at an
extremely fine scale, such as the trail tread itself, would no doubt show high detrimental impacts and nearly total
productivity loss. From the standpoint of site scale and larger, this is not much different than viewing a patch of
bare ground a few feet square and calling the area denuded and unproductive, even though it may be surrounded

by healthy vegetation. Evaluating at a landscape or even a mid-scale, productivity impacts from OHV trail treads
would appear almost invisible, narrow lines across hundreds of acres partially masked where they overlap existing
roads. Based on this line of thinking, the focus of the analysis for all proposed OHYV routes was based upon two main
factors: 1) erosion risk at a very site-specific scale for potential off site impacts to water; and 2) at the OHV system
scale for sensitive land risk and soil resistance/resiliency. Both factors are based on the amount of land potentially
impacted system by system and by alternative. Comparison of the alternatives was measured relative to one another
by OHV system using a set of tables to score proximity to sensitive land and landscape resilience/resistance.

LaDee Flats Proposed OHV System (Soil Types 107, 312, 313, 320)

This analysis area has been impacted by many types of OHV use for several years, especially the flat western side
where soil type 107 is mapped (the actual LaDee Flats proper). Soil 107 has a dense clay pan that restricts water
infiltration, which causes ponding and high water tables year round. Despite the obvious visible damage, of the eight
proposed OHV systems, this one is one of the most resilient to disturbance, and once vehicle traffic is eliminated
from sensitive areas they should revegetate quickly. Soils on this flat are not highly erosive due to very level terrain
and because the high amount of sticky clay tends to hold particles together.

At present, no defined staging area exists to accommodate the current use, so public parking occurs spontaneously
where there are existing wide spots or pullouts. Ditchline mudding is a chronic problem because of the frequent
standing water in some ditches due to the high water table, and the water tends to remain muddy for long periods of
time because the extremely fine clay particles remain suspended in water. Fortunately, very few active drainageways
are present, so dislodged soil particles tend to remain close to their source in small depressions and ditches.

On the eastern half of the area, 300 series soils are present. These particular soil types occur on the sideslopes
of landforms that have been glaciated and are much steeper than the westside. No clay pan is present and water
infiltration is very fast due to the sandy and rocky nature of these soils.

Peavine Proposed OHV System (Soil Types 304, 305)

This analysis area has one flat native surface road and many gravel roads that are in stable condition. Existing
legal use of roads is occurring; and no soil damage was observed. At present, no defined staging area exists to
accommodate current incidental use. Soils are derived from volcanic ash that has undergone considerable mixing
with glacial deposits, resulting in rocky, sandy soils. The landform is gentle and rolling.

Graham Pass Proposed OHV System (Soil Type 309)

This analysis area is very similar to Peavine with gentle rounded slopes; glaciated, sandy and rocky soils with high
infiltration. With the exception of the Rho Ridge Trail, most use would occur on existing gravel roads that are

very stable. Some small wet meadows occur near the Rho Ridge Trail in the center of this proposed OHV system.
Although Rho Ridge Trail is open to motorized use, it does not appear to be occurring. The northern part of the

trail has a substantial needle cast groundcover from the overstory trees there, which is providing excellent protective
groundcover. The southern part goes through old logging units and although bare, appears very stable. No motorized
wheel tracks of any kind were seen on site visits.
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Bear Creek Proposed OHV System (Soil Type 333)

This analysis area is very rocky and water tends to infiltrate readily. No evidence of OHV use was observed although
legal use on gravel roads is allowed. At present, no defined staging area exists to accommodate the current incidental
use. The soils and landforms are similar to Graham Pass and Peavine.

Mt. Defiance Proposed OHV System (Soil Types 333, 6)

This analysis area contains extremely rocky soils and may be the most resistant to damage of all the proposed OHV
systems. This area is similar to Bear Creek, but rockier. Hundreds of acres in this area have had vegetation treatments,
primarily commercial thinning, which has provided the opportunity to produce numerous planning and monitoring
reports regarding the soils located here. Field reviews have shown repeatedly the rocky and resistant nature of this
area. Some OHV use is occurring on the gravel roads in the project area.

Gibson Prairie Proposed OHV System (Soil Type 347)

This analysis area is one of the most sensitive to disturbance and has more meadows and wet areas that may tempt
some people. At present, no defined staging area exists to accommodate the current use. Soils have been derived from
deep volcanic ash deposits that overlie old glacial deposits. Not as much mixing of the two materials has occurred
compared with the previous areas described above. Although this analysis area has good infiltration, the lack of rock
content and loamy soil textures make it erosive and susceptible to damage.

McCubbins Gulch Proposed OHV System (Soil Type 352)

This analysis area has been a designated OHV system destination for many years with an established trail system and
use pattern. Lack of adequate parking and staging areas has resulted in encroachment into the Forest. Surface soils
here are similar to Gibson Prairie, although the underlying bedrock and possible glacial outwash deposits have been
mixed together more and contain more sand and rock in the soil profile.

McCubbins Campground and the surrounding area along Clear Creek Irrigation Ditch have been nearly denuded
of all vegetation. Evidence of soil movement directly into the irrigation ditch was observed. Vehicle controls such as
boulders and logs have been moved by the public so they can drive and park where they want. This area is the most
damaged of all the proposed OHV systems in terms of a continuous, bare, compacted situation. Despite the surface
soil damage, the large trees in and around the campground appear to be surviving. They are likely tapping in to

the ditch water nearby, which may be offsetting some of the stress on their surface roots caused by the soil damage.
This area would be difficult to restore, but it is possible to do so using techniques such as mulch addition and shrub
planting used with very large boulders to keep vehicle impacts away from the ditch. This area is so heavily used that
restoration success is only ultimately possible with cooperation from the people using the area.

Rock Creek Proposed OHV System (Soil Types 152, 156, 352, 353)

The eastside of this OHV system is the least resilient of the eight proposed OHV systems. Once damage occurs it is
very difficult to repair. Soils and landform are similar, dryer versions of the McCubbins analysis area, with more open
grassland meadows and higher pH ‘sweet’ soils. Use has been occurring for several years, and numerous user created
trails are already established. Lack of adequate parking and staging areas has resulted in encroachment into the
Forest. At present, no defined staging area exists to accommodate the current use.

General Forest (Numerous Soil Types)

OHV use is occurring across the Forest in locations outside of the proposed OHV systems, and it is likely there are
more trails existing across general forested areas than are documented. Mudding, trails, and/or stream crossings have
been observed in Ramsey Creek (new parcel primarily), Larch Creek, White River, Tygh/Jordan Creeks, Fifteenmile
Creek, Hood River, Mill Creek, and Clackamas River. This is all user created, and often is not located properly on the
landscape to minimize impacts to vegetation, soils and water quality, as well as other resources.
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The current level of impact for the general forest area is the most difficult to characterize for two primary reasons.
First, the extent (geographic location) is not fully known and probably increases from year to year; and second, the
actual level of impact (heavily vs. slightly) within each geographic area has not been ranked. Despite the lack of hard
data, anecdotal information from reliable resource professionals has been known for several years, with the consensus
being that use is on an ever increasing upward trend.

3.2.2, Effects Analysis
Indirect and Direct Effects

The indirect and direct effects for each alternative are discussed below. Effects for each alternative are discussed by
proposed OHV system. A summary of the effects by alternative is presented at the end of this section. Following this
section is a discussion of the cumulative impacts.

Alternative 1 - No Action
LaDee Flats Proposed OHV System

This analysis area has been closed by a Forest Order. However, illegal use is continuing and is hindering revegetation
of bare areas. Circumstances described in the existing condition would continue. Damaged soils would remain in
detrimental condition, and adjacent relatively undisturbed areas would remain at risk by encroachment of various
types of off road vehicles, parking, and continued ditchline mudding. The abundance of water in this area provides an
obvious attraction to some riders, and without more, larger, better placed physical controls and barriers they could
continue to go off trail as they do now.

Peavine Proposed OHV System

No OHV damage to soils was observed during field visits, and no damage would be expected with this alternative,
even with the continuation of use from street legal vehicles on existing gravel roads. No staging area would be
constructed.

Graham Pass Proposed OHV System

No OHV damage to soils was observed during field visits, and no damage would be expected with this alternative. No
staging area would be constructed. Existing gravel road use would continue.

Bear Creek Proposed OHV System

No trail construction would occur. No OHV damage to soils was observed, and none would be expected with this
alternative. No staging area would be constructed. Existing gravel road use would continue, although it appears to be
very light and sporadic.

Mt. Defiance Proposed OHV System

With no action, existing gravel road use would continue to occur, causing very minimal impact to soils.

Gibson Prairie Proposed OHV System

This system has been closed by a Forest Order. Nevertheless, illegal use continues. This area is the most sensitive
to disturbance and has more meadows and wet areas than other proposed OHV systems. These kinds of natural
sensitive features tempt some riders, so it follows that there is the risk of damage to soils. No staging area would

be constructed. As with the LaDee Flats OHV system, damaged soils would remain in detrimental condition, and
adjacent relatively undisturbed areas would remain at risk by encroachment of various types of off road vehicles.
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McCubbins Gulch Proposed OHV System

This system has been an OHV destination for many years with established trail and use patterns. With no action,
parts of this area would continue to be detrimentally compacted and denuded. Ultimately, at some point the large
trees in the campground would likely begin to outwardly show signs of distress and may have to be removed if they
show a decline in health that causes them to become hazardous to the public. Sediment input would continue to be
chronic in the adjacent open ditch.

Rock Creek Proposed OHV System

The eastside of this OHV location is the least resilient of the eight proposed OHV systems. Due to the poor resiliency
and open access in this area, even light use has caused lingering damage. Once damage occurs it is very difficult to
repair. Use has been occurring for several years, and numerous user created trails are already established. Lack of
defined parking, staging areas, and traffic controls have resulted in continued encroachment into the Forest. With no
action, we can expect to see further encroachment and lingering soil damage.

General Forest

With the no action alternative, locations currently experiencing OHV use would likely continue to be increasingly
impacted. New use would continue to initiate in places where topography and vegetation allow. Existing user created
trails, as well as those appearing in the future, have and could continue to be located in places prone to high erosion
and sedimentation risks.

Alternative 2 - Proposed Action
LaDee Flats Proposed OHV System

This alternative would define specific routes and parking (staging) areas, which would provide the opportunity

to recover parts of routes and variously shaped parking areas typically denuded and muddy. This would be an
improvement over the existing condition by providing groundcover to reduce erosion risks. The staging area parking
proposed in this alternative would occur on an already disturbed timber sale landing. Therefore, no additional
impacts are expected.

Peavine Proposed OHV System

Very little impact is expected from this system. Almost all the OHV route surface in this alternative is graveled,
which, along with the flat terrain and rocky soils, results in very low erosion potential.

Graham Pass Proposed OHV System

No OHYV use is proposed under this alternative. Current legal use would be eliminated; therefore, the risk of having
impacts off the road systems would be reduced as discussed under ‘General Forest’ below.

Bear Creek Proposed OHV System

In this alternative, 39 miles of new motorcycle trail would be built. Planned trails have numerous switchbacks to keep
close to the contour, reducing the erosion risk. This analysis area is very rocky and water tends to infiltrate rapidly.
The narrowness of the motorcycle trail would reduce the amount of clearing and width as compared with larger
OHVs. Nevertheless, this system proposes the highest amount of new construction, as compared to the other action
alternatives. As with most new disturbance, the highest risk for erosion is within the first few years. The risk then
levels off. This situation is no different, and due to the areas rockiness, the risk after a few years should be quite low.

Mt. Defiance Proposed OHV System

No OHYV use is proposed under this alternative. Current legal use would be eliminated; therefore, the risk of having
impacts off the road systems would be reduced as discussed under ‘General Forest’ below.
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Gibson Prairie Proposed OHV System

In this alternative, the Gibson Prairie system has the potential to damage more sensitive land than any other system
because of the proximity of trails to meadows and wet areas. Types of damage that occurs in such areas include wheel
ruts, devegetation, loss of soil structure that reduces infiltration rates, subsequent runoff during heavy rains, and
reduced revegetation rates. The staging area proposed in this alternative would occur on an already disturbed and
graveled loading/unloading zone used for cattle drop-off and pick-up. Therefore, no additional impacts are expected.

McCubbins Gulch Proposed OHV System

This alternative adds about five more miles to the current trail system, and would not address current problems with
forest encroachment explained in the existing condition section. Therefore, additional miles of trial would increase
the possibility of further encroachment into the forest. The staging area parking proposed in this alternative would
occur on an already disturbed timber sale landing. Therefore, no additional impacts are expected.

Rock Creek Proposed OHV System

The Rock Creek system in this alternative is not much different than what is currently on the ground. The Day Use
Area is already impacted and being used frequently; and eliminating overnight camping would not change or reduce
existing impacts. As with the McCubbins system, an additional 6 miles of trail construction would increase the
possibility of further encroachment.

General Forest

Under this alternative no OHV use would be allowed outside proposed roads and trails, including gravel roads, with
the new policy of the Forest being ‘closed unless designated open’. Therefore, further impacts to the general forest
caused by OHVs would not occur, which is a substantial improvement from the current condition. Existing impacts
would be able to mend themselves, with active restoration projects occurring where needed to speed the recovery
process.

Alternative 3
LaDee Flats Proposed OHV System

This would be very similar to Alternative 2, but with slightly more mileage due to the conversion of three roads from
mixed-use to strictly trail; and the addition of one more staging area on the Abbott Road viewpoint. Although this
has the potential to be the most impactful of the action alternatives by simply adding to the system, it also has the
potential to be a great improvement over the existing condition by controlling access and keeping riders restricted to
defined trail treads. This is especially true with the practice of ditchline mudding. The staging area parking proposed
in this alternative would occur on an already disturbed timber sale landing. Therefore, no additional impacts are
expected.

Peavine Proposed OHV System

In this alternative, routes south of Road 42 would be dropped and several miles would be added to the west to make
a viable system. A total of approximately nine miles of new construction would occur compared to three miles in
Alternative 2. In addition, route miles would add up to about 50, versus 38 in Alternative 2. This would cause more
impact by virtue of the additional miles than the system in Alternative 2, thus increasing the risk of unintended
effects.

Graham Pass Proposed OHV System

Almost all the OHV route surface in this alternative is graveled, which, along with the flat terrain and rocky soils,
results in very low erosion potential. The Rho Ridge Trail is the only native surface part, and it is very flat as well.
Although very minor, this would pose the greatest risk to erosion from this system. If erosion does occur on the trail,
it would be very small and travel a very short distance. A few small, wet meadows are visible along the north end of
the trail and may be an unfortunate attraction to some riders.
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Bear Creek Proposed OHV System

Effects would be very similar to Alternative 2. The risk of erosion from new trails would be less overall because some
existing roads would be used, which would reduce new construction by about six miles.

Mt. Defiance Proposed OHV System

All six miles of the OHV trail surface in this alternative are graveled. In addition, the rocky nature of the area makes
it very resistant to erosional forces. Therefore, no additional soil impacts are expected.

Gibson Prairie Proposed OHV System

In this alternative, the amount of trail proposed is much smaller than in Alternative 2, and is also located away from
places like Gibson and Long Prairies. Therefore, the risk to sensitive land is less than alternative 2.

McCubbins Gulch Proposed OHV System

Increasing total mileage of the system proposed in this alternative is the most potentially impactive of the action
alternatives due to the increased risk of forest encroachment and direct soil impacts from the trail system itself. The
staging area parking proposed in this alternative would occur on an already disturbed timber sale landing. Therefore,
no additional impacts are expected.

Rock Creek Proposed OHV System

The Rock Creek system in this alternative is not much different than what is currently on the ground. The Day Use
Area is already impacted and being used frequently; and eliminating overnight camping would not change or reduce
existing impacts. As with the McCubbins system, an additional seven miles of trail construction would increase the
amount of current impact, as well as increase the possibility of further encroachment. Adding the 4860 Road is not
expected to increase impacts. However, it does increase the possibility of more intense impacts in and around the
Badger Lake Campground at the end of the road.

General Forest

Under this alternative no OHV use would be allowed outside proposed roads and trails, including gravel roads, with
the new policy of the Forest being ‘closed unless designated open’ Therefore, further impacts to the general forest
caused by OHVs would not occur, which is a substantial improvement from the current condition. Existing impacts
would be able to mend themselves, with active restoration projects occurring where needed to speed the recovery
process.

Alternative 4

LaDee Flats Proposed OHV System

The proposed eastside system and additional Abbott Road staging area located on glaciated soil types would be
dropped in this alternative. Impacts from the remaining proposed system on LaDee Flats itself would be similar
to Alternatives 2 and 3. The staging area parking proposed in this alternative would occur on an already disturbed
timber sale landing. Therefore, no additional impacts are expected.

Peavine Proposed OHV System

No OHYV use is proposed under this alternative. Current legal use would be eliminated; therefore, the risk of having
impacts off the road systems would be reduced as discussed under ‘General Forest’ below.

Graham Pass Proposed OHV System

No OHYV use is proposed under this alternative. Current legal use would be eliminated; therefore, the risk of having
impacts off the road systems would be reduced as discussed under ‘General Forest’ below.
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Bear Creek Proposed OHV System

No OHYV use is proposed under this alternative. Current legal use would be eliminated; therefore, the risk of having
impacts off the road systems would be reduced as discussed under ‘General Forest’ below.

Mt. Defiance Proposed OHV System

No OHYV use is proposed under this alternative. Current legal use would be eliminated; therefore, the risk of having
impacts off the road systems would be reduced as discussed under ‘General Forest’ below.

Gibson Prairie Proposed OHV System

No OHYV use is proposed under this alternative. Current legal use would be eliminated; therefore, the risk of having
impacts off the road systems would be reduced as discussed under ‘General Forest’ below.

McCubbins Gulch Proposed OHV System

This is a substantially smaller proposed system than alternatives 2 or 3, with only one mile of new construction.

In addition to reduced impacts, this alternative would close some user created trails, providing an opportunity

to restore, revegetate, and reduce erosion risk on unauthorized trails. The staging area parking proposed in this
alternative would occur on an already disturbed timber sale landing. Therefore, no additional impacts are expected.

Rock Creek Proposed OHV System

The Rock Creek system in this alternative is smaller with less new construction and no Day Use Area proposed.
Therefore, it is the least impactive of the action alternatives.

General Forest

Under this alternative no OHV use would be allowed outside proposed roads and trails, including gravel roads, with
the new policy of the Forest being ‘closed unless designated open’ Therefore, further impacts to the general forest
caused by OHVs would not occur, which is a substantial improvement from the current condition. Existing impacts
would be able to mend themselves, with active restoration projects occurring where needed to speed the recovery
process.

Summary of Alternatives

Of the alternatives, Alternative 4 is the least impacting, followed by alternatives 2, 3, and then 1. Because of the
extensive area that has been impacted, along with the likely potential for increasing impacts in so many locations
across the entire Forest, Alternative 1 is by far the most potentially damaging to soils across the General Forest of
any action alternative. Of all the OHV systems proposed, Rock Creek, due to its proximity to numerous meadows
and lack of resiliency to damage, ranks out as the most at risk with regard to possible soil damage in all action
alternatives.

Two groups of OHV systems are evident regardless of alternative — set one includes Rock Creek, McCubbins Gulch,
Gibson Prairie, LaDee Flat, and Graham Pass. This set of OHV systems is of higher concern than set two, which
include Bear Creek, Peavine, and Mt. Defiance. OHV systems from set two occur on soils that are very resistant to
forces that result in adverse soil conditions.

If parts of alternatives are chosen, the absolute least impactive scenario would be to choose the least amount of OHV
systems that occur on the most resistant/resilient land with no sensitive features nearby.

The following table is a useful visual illustration to show the impacts of each proposed OHV system by alternative
compared to one another.

Chapter 3 — 48



Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Table 3-34. Proposed OHV system and alternative comparison for soils.

Ranking Based on Score*

OHV System AIterR::ilx:; LXe (Prﬁgce):r;?it;;’:tizo n) Alternative 3 Alternative 4
LaDee Flats 4 4 3 2
Peavine 5 5 6 4
Graham Pass 4 6 4 4
Bear Creek 5 5 8 4
Mt. Defiance 5 6 7 4
Gibson Prairie 2 2 5 4
McCubbins Guilch 4 3 2 3
Rock Creek 3 1 1 1
General Forest 1 6 9 4
Overall Predicted
Impact by HIGHEST (1) LOW (3) HIGH (2) LOWEST (4)
Alternative

*Scores were derived from a series of tables located in the project file at the Forest Headquarters Office in Sandy, OR.

Cumulative Effects
LaDee Flats Proposed OHV System

Within the past year, trail closures have been implemented. Revegetation should occur within a few years, which
would provide a slight improvement over the current condition, as well as offset impacts that would occur from
implementing one of the action alternatives, if chosen.

Bear Creek Proposed OHV System

Timber sales and numerous road closures have been implemented within the last five years. Soil monitoring in the
area has shown acceptable levels of soil impacts and the overall area is recovering well compared to when all the
roads were open. The proposed OHV system would not likely bring the area back to the high level of disturbance
when timber sales and open roads impacted the area.

Gibson Prairie Proposed OHV System

This area receives a great deal of current and expected use: Long Prairie Grazing Allotment (grazing, fences and other
design criteria); closure of illegal OHV trails; and expected impacts from vegetation, restoration, and trail projects
described in the North Fork Mill Planning Area. Add to this the possibility of an OHV system, and the trend is for a
spike in increased disturbance over a 5-10 year period, which would then lower and level off to a higher baseline than
today.

McCubbins Gulch Proposed OHV System

In addition to the existing use, several timber sales have been implemented in this area. The most recent and the one
that has the most bearing upon this particular OHV system is the Path sale. Soil quality monitoring for impacts from
the timber sale will occur once the final fuel reduction treatment is implemented.

Rock Creek Proposed OHV System

As with Gibson Prairie, this area receives a great deal of current and expected use: grazing; several past and one active
timber sale; underburning; and current OHV use. The disturbance trend would be similar to Gibson Prairie as well.
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Peavine, Graham Pass, and Mt. Defiance Proposed OHV Systems
There are no cumulative effects expected for these OHV systems.
General Forest

Under the No Action Alternative OHV's would continue to operate off roads and trails where they are currently not
restricted. Projects that influence trail tread and soil erosion, such as road and trail maintenance, reconstruction and
decommissioning, fuels treatments, and timber harvest, have the potential to cumulatively impact soil when overlain
with OHV use. However, locations having the potential for cuamulative impacts would be very site specific and would
not influence the trend for soil disturbance to be Forestwide. Under all of the action alternatives OHV's would no
longer be permitted to travel off of roads and trails. Because OHV's would not operate in these locations, there would
be no cumulative impacts associated with the action alternatives.

3.2.3. Incomplete and Unavailable Information

A complete inventory of current OHV impacts across the Forest is missing from this analysis.

3.3. Water Quality

This analysis is based on the information found in the Water Quality Specialist Report for this project, which is in the
project record located at the Forest Headquarters Office in Sandy, Oregon.

3.3.1. Affected Environment

It has been speculated that research and study of the direct effects of OHV use on water quality has received very little
attention due, in part, to the fact that research has been focused on OHV use in arid environments where aquatic
environments are either seasonal or rare (Ouren et al. 2007). In some cases, scientists utilize research on effects of
roads to draw parallels with potential effects from OHYV trails (Ouren et al. 2007). In general, roads and OHYV trails
are similar in potential effects, but differ in the magnitude of some of these effects due to the smaller template (i.e.,
width) of a trail versus a road. Two main potential water pollutants resulting from OHV's are sediment and OHV-
dispersed chemicals. Sediment can be directly introduced into surface water via tires and indirectly through erosion
and runoft from trail systems. There may be up to five major processes to introduce sediment into aquatic systems
from OHVs: 1) the exposure of surfaces; 2) the concentration of surface runoft in wheel ruts; 3) soil compaction and
subsequent reduction of water infiltration leading to increased surface runoft; 4) backwash from the vehicles as they
enter and exit a crossing; and 5) undercutting of stream banks by wave action as vehicles travel through water (Brown
1994). OHV-dispersed chemicals, such as oil and gas, can enter aquatic systems via direct flushing from spills and
emissions or indirect flushing from residue that has settled on adjacent plants or soils.

Sedimentation

OHYV use has the potential to increase compaction which, in turn, decreases water infiltration into soils and increases
surface runoft. This runoft can mobilize and transport exposed soil particles to surface water. Iverson et al. (1981)
found that this potential is highest in areas where infiltration rates are low, slopes are steep, soil types are fine grained
and rainfall events are frequent and intense. In that same study Iverson et al. (1981) observed that where OHVs had
traveled over the soil, surface runoff was five times greater and yielded 10-20 times more sediment than areas where
there was no soil disturbance. Foltz (2006) found that there was not a statistically significant difference between
OHYV use levels and soil infiltration patterns, but there was a significant difference between undisturbed areas and the
disturbed areas. In all cases sediment loss would be expected to increase due to OHV traffic (Foltz 2006).

Total suspended solid samples were collected at an OHV stream crossing during an Alabama study in 2003 and

2004. They found that the largest suspended sediment load contributed by the stream crossing occurred during a
large rainstorm when the trail was closed (Ayala 2005). Modeling was completed on the same stream crossing and it
suggested that most of the sediment load delivered to the stream was coming from a steep hillslope section that flows
directly into the stream. This illustrates the role that natural physical factors like precipitation and slope play in the
erosion potential of an OHV trail.
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Welsh et al. (2006) attempted to quantify sediment production and delivery from unpaved roads and OHYV trails in
the Upper South Platte River in Colorado. Measurements including rainfall, sediment production and other road
characteristics were taken on road and trail segments in the area. They found that “summer rainstorms larger than
10 mm (0.4 inches) typically produce sediment from each road and OHV segment while undisturbed areas generally
produce no surface runoff’(Welsh et al. 2006). Sediment production from OHV trails was more than five times the
mean value from unpaved roads.

Dust, Bacteriological and Chemical Contaminants

As described above, OHV use has the potential to introduce other chemicals into the aquatic environment. Airborne
dust and contaminants absorbed to dust particles created by OHV traffic has the potential to settle out in wetlands
(Forman et al. 2003). Contaminants, including petroleum products, may enter water through direct flushing. This
could happen on trails, but is more likely to be a concern in staging areas where vehicles are parked and OHVs are
refueled.

Shepp (1996) compared total hydrocarbon contents from automotive sources in storm runoff from four urban
settings: an all-day parking lot, a busy street, a gasoline station, and a convenience store parking lot. Highest
hydrocarbon concentrations were found in runoff water from the convenience store parking lot and the lowest
concentrations were from the all-day parking lot. Shepp (1996) suggests that seepage from oil bearing regions of a
car are greatest during “thermal expansion and contraction” or immediately after you start a car or shut it off. He
observed that high concentrations of hydrocarbons in parking lots are a function of two factors: 1) the duration
of automobile exposure (i.e., the time a given impervious surface is exposed to hot vehicles in a thermal expansion
mode); and 2) the volume of automotive exposure (i.e., the number of hot vehicles in a thermal expansion mode
exposed to a given impervious surface). This would explain why a convenience store parking lot would have high
concentrations of hydrocarbons when compared to an all-day parking lot.

There is a potential for bacteriological water contamination from intensive recreation use. Introduction of fecal
coliform is possible in areas that do not have toilet facilities. A discussion of this issue is included in the Fisheries
section.

Analysis Area Description

Current OHV use is located in nearly every fifth (5th) field watershed on the Forest. The range of elevation and
precipitation ranges from 25 to 5,400 feet and 10 to 120 inches, respectively. Following are existing conditions for
each of the proposed OHV roads, trails and area.

Bear Creek Proposed OHV System

This OHV system is located within the East Fork Hood River and West Fork Hood River fifth field watersheds. There
are around 4.5 miles of intermittent streams and 12.5 miles of perennial streams in the general area. Major streams
include Tony Creek, Bear Creek, Boomer Creek, Marco Creek, Dry Run Creek and Tumbledown Creek. Elevations
are fairly high ranging from 3,200 feet to 4,800 feet. Average annual precipitation is approximately 70 to 102 inches.
Approximately 750 acres on the westside of the general area is located within the Tier 1 West Fork Hood River Key
Watershed. Portions of this area are in the Clear Branch Hood River Special Emphasis Watershed.

Gibson Prairie Proposed OHV System

This OHV system is located within the Mosier Creek and Hood River fifth field watersheds. There are around five
miles of intermittent streams and 7.6 miles of perennial streams in the general area. Major streams include North
Fork Mill Creek, West Fork Neal Creek and Mosier Creek. Elevations range from 3,400 feet to 4,000 feet, while
average annual precipitation is approximately 40 to 78 inches. Almost 3,000 acres on the south side of the analysis
area is located within the Tier 1 Mill/Fivemile/Eightmile Creeks Key Watershed. Some user created trails were noted
during various field visits, mostly in the Long Prairie and Gibson Prairie areas.
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Rock Creek Proposed OHV System

This OHV system is located within the White River and Tygh Creek fifth field watersheds. There are around 23.3
miles of intermittent streams and 21.7 miles of perennial streams in the general area. Major streams include Souva
Creek, South Fork Gate Creek, Gate Creek, Rock Creek, Wildcat Creek and Lost Creek. The general area is in a wide
elevation band ranging from 2,200 feet to 5,400 feet. Average annual precipitation is highly variable ranging between
approximately 18 to 90 inches. Precipitation amounts are highest on the west end and lower as you move east. All of
the analysis area is located within the Tier 2 White River Key Watershed. Based on field observations, there are user
created trails focused in areas north and west of Sportsman’s Park and between Gate Creek and Sportsman’s Park.

McCubbins Gulch Proposed OHV System

This OHV system is located within the Middle Deschutes River, White River and Beaver Creek fifth field watersheds.
There are around 20 miles of intermittent streams and 11.8 miles of perennial streams in the general area. Major
streams include White River, Frog Creek, Indian Creek, Clear Creek and the Clear Creek Ditch. Elevations range
from 2,800 feet to 3,600 feet. Average annual precipitation is highly variable ranging between approximately 22 to

38 inches. Precipitation amounts are highest on the west end and lower as you move east. Most of the analysis area

is located within the Tier 2 White River Key Watershed. This area is currently being used for motorized recreation.
Numerous OHV trails were observed during field visits made during the summer of 2008. Areas of erosion and
sedimentation were noted, the most severe being the area in and adjacent to the McCubbins Gulch Campground.
Several OHYV trails were noted in and around the McCubbins Gulch channel and riparian area and past efforts to
discourage use in this area had been breached or compromised.

Peavine Proposed OHV System

This OHV system is located within the Oak Grove Fork Clackamas River and Upper Clackamas River fifth field
watersheds. There are around 36 miles of intermittent streams and 17.4 miles of perennial streams in the general
area. Major streams include Clackamas River, Last Creek, Warm Springs River, Peavine Creek, Pinhead Creek, Dyke
Creek and Dry Creek. Elevations range from 2,800 feet to 5,000 feet. Average annual precipitation ranges between
approximately 56 to 80 inches.

LaDee Flats Proposed OHV System

This OHV system is located entirely within the Middle Clackamas River fifth field watershed. There are around 15
miles of intermittent streams and ten miles of perennial streams in the general area. Major streams include North
Fork Clackamas River, Boyer Creek, Clackamas River, Moore Creek and Winslow Creek. The general area is in a wide
elevation band ranging from 1,400 feet to 4,600 feet. Average annual precipitation ranges between approximately 70
to 98 inches. The general area is adjacent to Tier 1 Salmon River Key Watershed, Tier 1 Roaring River Key Watershed,
Tier 1 Clackamas River/Oak Grove Fork Corridors Key Watershed and Tier 2 Eagle Creek Key Watershed. This area
is currently being used for motorized recreation. Numerous user-created OHV trails were observed during field

visits made during the summer of 2008. Many areas of erosion and sedimentation were noted on user created OHV
trails adjacent to the 4610 and 4611 road systems. These trails were less frequent on the eastern side of the area due to
steeper topography that limited off-road use.

Graham Pass Proposed OHV System

This OHV system is located within the Collawash River and Upper Clackamas River fifth field watersheds. Major
streams in the general area include Clackamas River, Hunter Creek, Collawash River, Berry Creek, Rhododendron
Creek and Lowe Creek. Elevations range from 2,800 feet to 5,200 feet. Average annual precipitation ranges between
approximately 70 to 90 inches. Portions of the general area are located within the Tier 1 Collawash River Key
Watershed and the Upper Collawash River Special Emphasis Watershed.

Mt. Defiance Proposed OHV System

This OHV system is located within the Hood River and West Fork Hood River fifth field watersheds. The major
stream in the area is Ditch Creek. Elevations range from 3,000 feet to 4,200 feet and average annual precipitation
ranges between approximately 50 to 80 inches.
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Drinking Water

Surface and groundwater drinking water protection areas were delineated by the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (ODEQ) and Oregon Health Division (OHD) in response to source water assessments
required by the 1996 Amendments to the federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). DEQ and OHD were required
to delineate the groundwater and surface water source areas which supply public water systems, inventory each of
those areas to determine potential sources of contamination, and determine the most susceptible areas at risk for
contamination. Public water systems with greater than three hook-ups or serving more than 10 people, year-round
are regulated by the requirements in the SDWA.

Watersheds originating on the Forest supply high quality drinking water to approximately one million people in
Oregon. There are fifteen drinking water source areas including the City of Estacada, Hood River, The Dalles and the
Timber Lake Job Corps (Table 3-35) on the Forest that contain proposed OHV roads, trails and area in them. Nine
of the fifteen areas are surface water sources while six source water areas are groundwater. The table below shows the
fifteen drinking water source areas and which alternative has proposed OHV roads, trails and area in them.

Table 3-35. Proposed OHV roades, trails and area within drinking water source areas by
alternative.

Drinking Water Source Areas and Water

Alternative 1 | Alternative 2 | Alternative3 | Alternative 4

Source
Canby Utility Board-Molalla River

City of Estacada-Clackamas River

City of Sandy-Alder Creek

Clackamas River Water-Clackamas River
Corbett Water District-N. Fk. and S.Fk.
Gordon Creek

Rhododendron Summer Homes Assoc.-
Henry Creek

The Dalles (Water Treatment)-Dog River
and S. Fk. Mill Creek

USFS Ripplebrook RS/Timberlake Job
Corps-Frog Lake*

Crystal Springs Water District-
Groundwater Source Area

Government Camp Water System-
Groundwater Source Area

City of Hood River-Groundwater Source
Area

Oak Grove Water Company-Groundwater
Source Area

Sportsmans Park Water Association-
Groundwater Source Area

USFS Timberline Lodge-Groundwater
Source Area

X
X
City of Molalla-Molalla River X
X
X
X

X

X

*Frog Lake is a back-up water source for the Timber Lake Job Corps. The primary water source is a well.
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Clean Water Act

Rivers, streams, and lakes within and downstream of the proposed OHV locations are used for boating, fishing,
swimming, and other water sports. Additionally, Forest streams provide habitat and clean water for fish and other
aquatic biota, each with specific water quality requirements. The Clean Water Act (CWA) protects water quality for
all of these uses. The CWA requires States to set water quality standards to support the beneficial uses of water. The
Act also requires States to identify the status of all waters and prioritize water bodies whose water quality is limited or
impaired. For Oregon, the DEQ develops water quality standards and lists water quality limited waters. In addition,
Region 6 of the Forest Service has entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the Oregon State DEQ to
acknowledge the Forest Service as the Designated Management Agency for implementation of the CWA on National
Forest lands.

In an effort to support the CWA, the Forest conducts a variety of monitoring and inventory programs to determine
status of meeting state water quality standards as well as other regulatory and agency requirements. In an average
year, approximately 60 sites are monitored for water temperature throughout the Forest. In addition, other water
quality monitoring occurs at various locations throughout the Forest depending on the year. This could be turbidity
monitoring, instream sediment sampling, water chemical sampling or surveys of physical stream conditions.
Currently, approximately 20 miles of physical stream habitat is surveyed every year and to date approximately 1200
miles of stream have been surveyed. Information collected during these surveys includes the number of pools and
riffles, the amount of large wood, riparian area condition and types and numbers of fish and other aquatic organisms
to name a few of the parameters.

Various portions of ten streams on the Forest are in or adjacent to proposed OHV locations that do not meet
Federally-approved state water quality standards (www.deq.state.or.us/wq/standards/wqstdshome.htm), and are now
listed as Category 5 water quality limited under Section 303(d) of the CWA on the DEQ 2004 303(d) list. Streams on
the Forest that are on the 303(d) list are shown in Table 3-36, along with the listed parameter.

Table 3-36. Streams on the Forest that are in or adjacent to proposed OHV locations and
do not meet Federally-approved state water quality standards. These streams are listed
as Category 5 water quality limited under Section 303(d) of the Clean water Act on the
DEQ 2004 list. The parameter for which they are limited is listed below.

Sub-basin | Stream | Listed Parameter(s)
Clackamas River Water Temperature
Clackamas Collawash River Water Temperature
Nohorn Creek Water Temperature
Clear Creek Water Temperature
Gate Creek Water Temperature

Lower Deschutes
Rock Creek Water Temperature
White River Water Temperature
Mosier Creek Water Temperature
Middle Columbia-Hood North Fork Mill Creek Water Temperature
Mill Creek Water Temperature

Water temperature standards are based on the seven-day average maximum temperature (a running average over
seven days is used instead of the daily average temperature). Streams listed for temperature that do not meet the
following current state water quality criteria for salmonids are:
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Clackamas River, White River, Gate, Rock and Clear Creeks: salmon and steelhead summer rearing (64 °F); and,
Mosier, North Fork Mill and Mill Creeks: Year around salmon and trout rearing and migration (64.4 °F).
Collawash River: Core cold water habitat (60.8 °F).

Nohorn Creek: Salmon and steelhead spawning (55.4 °F).

By direction of the CWA, where water quality is limited, DEQ develops Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) plans
to improve water quality to support the beneficial uses of water. For water quality limited streams on National
Forest System lands, the Forest Service provides information, analysis, and site-specific planning efforts to support
state processes to protect and restore water quality. To date, three TMDL plans have been completed on the Forest
(Clackamas River in 2006; Sandy River in 2005; and West Hood Subbasin in 2002). The Miles Creek TMDL plan
was submitted for approval to the EPA on December 29, 2008 while the other basins are planned for completion in
the next few years. Once the TMDL plans are completed, streams would be removed from the Category 5 303(d) list
and stream recovery would be achieved through an implementation plan. Forest Service requirements for the two
completed TMDL plans are to follow Forest Plan and Northwest Forest Plan measures that protect and restore water
quality. Actions associated with this project would be consistent with all of the TMDL plans.

In addition, a Water Quality Restoration Plan (WQRP) has been prepared for Fish Creek (Clackamas River
watershed) and a draft WQRP has been prepared for the headwaters of Fivemile Creek, Eightmile Creek, Fifteenmile
Creek and Ramsey Creek by the Forest Service. The purpose of the WQRP is to identify sources and causes of
pollution, make recommendations for Best Management Practices (BMP) and restoration to reduce levels of potential
pollutants, display any new monitoring that is pertinent to the 303(d) listing parameters and a proposed time-table
for completing the restoration work. Information from the WQRP is often used by DEQ to develop their TMDL plan.

The original water temperature 303(d) listing for Fish Creek is based on water temperature monitoring data. The
WQRP recommended riparian planting where existing stream shading was insufficient and also riparian thinning to
promote more rapid forest growth and shade recovery along streams.

The original 303(d) listing for the other segments identified above is based on information contained in the 1994
Miles Creek Watershed Analysis (US Forest Service 1994). According to the draft WQRP, fine sediment levels have
been reduced in all sample sites in Eightmile Creek and all but one sample site in Fifteenmile Creek between 1994
and 2000. The WQRP attributes the reduction, at least in part, to the implementation of a number of restoration
projects that occurred after 1994. The draft WQRP goes on to make several recommendations including continued
restoration as funding allows, continued fine sediment monitoring, and implementation of BMP for Forest
management activities.

Northwest Forest Plan Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives

In order for a project to proceed, “a decision maker must find that the proposed management activity is consistent
with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives” (NWFP ROD B-10). The nine objectives are listed on page B-11
of the Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision. Portions of the effects analysis in this section will focus on key
parameters or indicators that make up elements of the nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives to determine

if the project would restore, maintain, or degrade these indicators. Once this determination is made, the indicators
are examined together with the Range of Natural Variability to ascertain whether the project is consistent with the
objectives. The following table displays specific indicators that comprise the Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives
and the effects section that covers this indicator in the EIS.
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Table 3-37. ACS indicators and where they are discussed in this EIS.

Indicators Analysis Found in the Effects Section(s) of the EIS
Water Temperature Water Quality
Sediment Soils, Water Quality, Fisheries
Chemical Contamination Water Quality, Fisheries
Physical Barriers Water Quality, Fisheries
Substrate Fisheries
Large Woody Debris Fisheries
Pool Frequency Fisheries
Pool Quality Fisheries
Off-Channel Habitat Fisheries
Refugia Fisheries
Width/Depth Ratio Fisheries
Streambank Condition Water Quality, Fisheries
Floodplain Connectivity Water Quality, Fisheries
Peak/base Flows Water Quality
Drainage Network Increase Water Quality
Riparian Reserves Water Quality, Fisheries

As stated above, a description of the range of natural variability of the “important physical and biological
components” is necessary for determining whether a project “meets” or “does not prevent attainment” of the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy objectives (NWFP ROD B-10). A summary of the range of natural variability pertaining to
the important physical component of sedimentation is included in Appendix H of this document. In general, natural
sediment input tends to be episodic in nature and large pulses are associated with natural disturbances such as floods
and fires.

Key Watersheds

The Northwest Forest Plan utilizes Key Watersheds as one of the four components of the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy (ACS). Key Watersheds are defined as “A system of large refugia comprising watersheds that are crucial to
at-risk fish species and stocks and provide high quality water” (NWFP ROD, B-12). These refugia include areas of
high quality habitat as well as habitat that has been degraded. This habitat can either be the focus of restoration efforts
or efforts to maintain the high quality habitat depending on the area. Tier 1 Key Watersheds “contribute directly to
conservation of at-risk anadromous salmonids, bull trout, and resident fish species” while Tier 2 Key Watersheds

are “important sources of high quality water” (NWFP ROD, B-18). As discussed above, proposed OHV systems are
within or adjacent to several Key Watersheds on the Forest. The table below displays those locations.

Table 3-38. Proposed OHV systems located in Key Watersheds.

Key Watershed
OHV Location West Fork Hood Mill=Tier 1 White River - | Roaring River - | Collawash River -
River - Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 1 Tier 1
Bear Creek X
Gibson Prairie X
Rock Creek X
McCubbins X
LaDee Flats X
Graham Pass X
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Groundwater

Groundwater is found throughout the Forest. Groundwater depths vary considerably and range from a few feet to
hundreds of feet from the ground surface. Geologic conditions, soil type and precipitation are a few factors that help
determine groundwater characteristics. The direction and speed with which groundwater moves is controlled by the
slope of the water table and aquifer permeability. Aquifer permeability is a measure of how easy it is for groundwater
to move through the geologic material that makes up the aquifer. The steeper the slope of the water table and the
higher the aquifer permeability, the faster groundwater would move through a geologic formation. Depending on
conditions, it can take anywhere from several hours to many decades for groundwater to move through an aquifer.
Groundwater traditionally comes in contact with surface streams, lakes or ponds in the form of seeps or springs.
These seeps or springs can be sources of high quality water due to their clean, cold condition.

Riparian Conditions and Riparian Reserves

Native riparian vegetation plays a key role in forming aquatic habitat for fish and other aquatic species. Roots help
stabilize stream banks, preventing accelerated bank erosion and providing for the formation of undercut banks,
important cover for juvenile and adult fish. Riparian areas with native vegetation could supply downed trees

(large wood) to streams. In turn, downed trees in streams influence channel morphology characteristics such as
longitudinal profile; pool size, depth, and frequency; channel pattern; and channel geometry. Turbulence created by
large wood increases dissolved oxygen in the water needed by fish, invertebrates and other biota. The extent of the
hyporheic zone adjacent to and under the stream surface is increased by large wood in streams.

Riparian forest canopy protects streams from solar radiation in summer, and could moderate minimum winter
nighttime temperature, preventing the incidence of anchor ice or freeze-up in streams (Beschta et al. 1987). Changes
in water temperature regime could affect the survival and vigor of fish, and affect interspecies interactions (FEMAT
1993).

Riparian areas are dynamic. Disturbances characteristic of uplands such as fire and windthrow, as well as
disturbances associated with streams, such as channel migration, floods, sediment deposition by floods and debris
flows, shape riparian areas (FEMAT 1993).

As part of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy in the Northwest Forest Plan, Riparian Reserves were established “along
streams and unstable and potentially unstable areas where special standards and guidelines direct land use” (NWFP
ROD, B-12). Riparian Reserves are “portions of watershed where riparian-dependent resources receive primary
emphasis” and standards and guidelines “prohibit and regulate activities...that retard or prevent attainment of the
Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives” (NWEFP ROD, B-12). Riparian Reserve widths vary depending on the

type of stream, wetland or unstable area. Riparian Reserves and associated riparian areas are located within every
proposed OHV location.

Summary of Affected Environment

Water quality may be influenced through the introduction of sediment and other chemical and bacteriological
contaminants which will be the focus of the water quality effects analysis. Some of these effects have been observed
during field visits to current motorized trail systems on the Forest. Proposed OHV locations are located in a variety
of aquatically sensitive areas including Key Watersheds, Riparian Reserves, drinking water source areas, and Special
Emphasis Watersheds.

3.3.2. Effects Analysis
Alternative 1 - No Action
Direct and Indirect Effects - Water Quality (Soil Disturbance, Turbidity, and Fine Sediment)

As described in the Affected Environment section, OHV use has the potential to influence a variety of water quality
parameters. These include stream temperature, large wood recruitment, erosion and sedimentation, stream channel
morphology, peak and base flows and riparian area condition. Several of the channel related effects are discussed in
the Fisheries and Soils sections. It is expected that OHV use will have a minimal effect on stream temperature. Some
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vegetation has been removed to clear a trail for these crossings. Due to the narrow width needed for the trail (2’ to 3’
tread width; 6’ to 8 clearing width), very little vegetation that currently provides shade is expected to be removed, so
no increase of stream temperature is anticipated from this activity. This conclusion is based on professional judgment
that includes examination of many stream/trail crossings throughout the National Forest system. It is expected that
this is the case for both changes in peak and base streamflows and large wood recruitment to streams as well. The
major potential effects identified in research, monitoring and personal field reviews are erosion, sedimentation,
chemical contamination and riparian area condition. These will be the focus of more detailed analysis in this water
quality effects section.

OHYV use has the potential to increase erosion and resulting sedimentation (as described in the Affected Environment
section above). In addition, OHVs have the potential to disturb or displace soil, making the soil more vulnerable to
erosion. Alternative 1 proposes to maintain OHYV trails utilizing the existing road network open to OHV use and

the existing motorized trail network. Following is a description of each of the trail types and the resulting expected
erosion and sedimentation.

Mixed Use Roads: These are approximately 2,463 miles of existing roads that are currently open to OHV traffic on
the Forest. It is expected that these roads have a neutral to slight increase in erosion due to OHV use. Non-highway
legal vehicles may be operated in a manner that increases road surface erosion; research has found the combination
of vehicle and skill result in faster and more aggressive moves on slopes and curves (Foltz and Meadows 2007). These
moves have the potential to dislodge more soil particles which in turn may increase erosion and sedimentation.

Existing Motorized Trails: There are about 49 miles of motorized trails that are currently part of the Mt. Hood
National Forest trail system. Existing trails have a risk of erosion and sedimentation as described in the Affected
Environment section.

Land Allocations That Do Not Prohibit Cross-country OHV Travel: Several land allocations in the Forest

Plan currently do not prohibit cross-country OHV travel. OHVs are not prohibited from cross-country travel

on approximately 394,886 acres of land. This cross-country travel has the potential to increase erosion and
sedimentation due to lack of project design criteria (PDC ) on OHV routes and stream crossings, OHV use on steep
slopes and erosive soils and uncontrolled stream crossings.

Staging Areas: Currently OHV riders stage at a variety of locations around the Forest. These areas can be wide

spots in roads, log landing areas, quarries or other spots wide enough to park in. Erosion risk is highly variable and
depends on the soil types in these areas and the level of use. Staging areas located in quarries or log landings likely
have a lower risk of increased erosion and sedimentation due to the lack of soils and abundance of exposed bedrock
and/or surface rock. Staging areas located in sites other than quarries will have an increased risk of erosion due to
loss of vegetation and disturbance.

The following table displays the current amount of OHV roads and trails by 5th field watershed. As displayed in the
table, for Alternative 1, approximately 2,463 miles of road, 49 miles of trail and 394,886 miles of land are available for
OHYV use. The information has been broken down into: 1) roads where OHV use is allowed; 2) existing motorized
trail systems; and 3) acres of land allocations that do not prohibit cross-country motorized vehicle travel.
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Table 3-39. Total OHV road and trail miles by 5th field watershed for Alternative 1.

5th Field Watershed Roads (mi) Motorized Trail (mi) | Cross-country Travel (ac)
Beaver Creek 9.8 4.6 1,321
Bull Run River 9.6 0 1,384
Collawash River 250.2 4.0 17,566
Columbia Gorge Tributaries 0 0 301
Eagle Creek 234 0 3,094
East Fork Hood River 143.1 0 32,058
Fifteenmile Creek 424 0 2,502
Fivemile Creek 71.4 0 5,130
Hood River 249 0 5319
Lower Clackamas River 10.3 0 1,856
Lower Molalla River 2.3 0 231
Lower Sandy River 1.2 0 9.1
Middle Clackamas River 322.2 0 43,365
Middle Columbia/Eagle Creek 5.8 0 295
Middle Columbia/Grays Creek 0.7 0 419
Middle Columbia/Mill Creek 233 4.0 930
Middle Deschutes River 13.9 9.7 1,319
Middle Sandy River 23.2 0 4,958
Mosier Creek 7.3 0 0
North Fork Breitenbush River 0 0 0.8
Oak Grove Fork Clackamas River 320.7 0 63,994
Salmon River 87.0 0 21,098
Tygh Creek 90.1 0 7,109
Upper Clackamas River 377.6 6.4 64,456
Upper Molalla River 2.7 0 1,653
Upper Sandy River 18.0 0 7,630
Warm Springs River 38.9 0 9,769
West Fork Hood River 116.0 0 26,564
White River 416.3 19.8 65,355
Zigzag River 10.8 0 5,195
Grand Total 2,463 48.5 394,881

In general, the closer a disturbance is to surface water, the higher the risk of sediment delivery to that waterbody.
Many different studies have analyzed the likelihood of sediment delivery with differing vegetative buffer widths.
Vegetated buffer widths effective for reducing or eliminating sediment delivery are quite variable, but generally range
from 30 to 100 feet or more, depending on a variety of physical site characteristics (Rashin et. al. 2006, Burroughs
and King 1989, Packer 1967, NWFP ROD 1994, Riedel 2006). The table below displays the miles of trail within 100
feet of surface water for Alternative 1. Based on research cited above, this will be used as a general indication of the
relative risk of sedimentation. In addition, miles of OHV roads and trails within Riparian Reserves will be used later
to characterize potential OHV effects to other riparian area features.
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Table 3-40. Total OHV road and trail miles within 100 feet of streams by 5th field
watershed for Alternative 1.

5th Field Watershed Road (mi) Motorized Trail (mi)
Beaver Creek 1.1 0.2
Bull Run River 0.6 0
Collawash River 28.6 0.1
Eagle Creek 2.3 0
East Fork Hood River 9.1 0
Fifteenmile Creek 1.8 0
Fivemile Creek 5.2 0
Hood River 1.6 0
Lower Clackamas River 1.5 0
Lower Molalla River 0.2 0
Middle Clackamas River 30.7 0
Middle Columbia/Eagle Creek 0.2 0
Middle Columbia/Mill Creek 0.7 0
Middle Deschutes River 2.1 1.0
Middle Sandy River 2.3 0
Mosier Creek 0.3 0
Oak Grove Fork Clackamas River 26.9 0
Salmon River 7.3 0
Tygh Creek 6.1 0
Upper Clackamas River 28.1 0.3
Upper Molalla River 0.03 0
Upper Sandy River 3.2 0
Warm Springs River 3.1 0
West Fork Hood River 11.7 0
White River 24.2 1.4
Zigzag River 1.5 0
Grand Total 200.3 2.9

As described in the Affected Environment section above, stream crossings can provide an avenue for sediment
introduction because they are directly connected to stream channels. The table below shows the number of stream
crossings by OHV roads and trails for Alternative 1 by 5th field watershed.
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Table 3-41. Total OHV route stream crossings by 5th field watershed for Alternative 1.

Stream Crossings on
Motorized Trail
(number of crossings)

Stream Crossings on Roads

5th Field Watershed .
(number of crossings)

Beaver Creek 13 2
Bull Run River 8 0
Collawash River 521 0
Eagle Creek 47 0
East Fork Hood River 180 0
Fifteenmile Creek 28 0
Fivemile Creek 33 0
Hood River 10 0
Lower Clackamas River 28 0
Middle Clackamas River 548 0
Middle Columbia/Eagle Creek 4 0
Middle Columbia/Mill Creek 30 0
Middle Deschutes River 22 10
Middle Sandy River 29 0
Mosier Creek 4 0
Oak Grove Fork Clackamas River 377 0
Salmon River 112 0
Tygh Creek 75 0
Upper Clackamas River 461 4
Upper Sandy River 141 0
Warm Springs River 32 0
West Fork Hood River 206 0
White River 436 12
Zigzag River 31 0
Grand Total 3,376 28

As is displayed in the tables above, current OHV use and associated erosion and sedimentation is spread throughout
most of the watersheds in the Forest.

Direct and Indirect Effects - Drinking Water
Several drinking water source areas are located within some of the existing OHV roads and trails. The following

tables display the miles of OHV roads and trails in surface and groundwater drinking water source areas for
Alternative 1.
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Table 3-42. Miles of OHV roads and trails located in drinking water source areas that
have a surface water source.

Surface Drinking Water Source Areas Road (mi) Motorized Trail (mi)

Canby Utility Board 2.5 0
City of Estacada 979.9 10.4
City of Molalla 2.7 0
City of Sandy 7.8 0
Clackamas River Water 33.7 0
Corbett Water District 1.2 0
Rhododendron Summer Homes Association 2.0 0
The Dalles (Water Treatment) 8.5 0.5
USFS Ripplebrook RS/Timberlake Job Corps 290.8 0
Grand Total 1,329 10.8

Table 3-43. Miles of OHV roads and trails located in drinking water source areas that
have a groundwater source.

Groundwater Drinking Water Source Areas Roads (mi) Motorized Trail (mi)
Crystal Springs Water District 9.3 0
Government Camp Water System 0.1 0
City of Hood River 329 0
Oak Grove Water Company 3.71 0
Sportsmans Park Water Association 0.7 0
USFS Timberline Lodge 0.30 0
Grand Total 47.0 0

Direct and Indirect Effects - Riparian Areas and Riparian Reserves

As described in the Affected Environment section above, riparian areas provide numerous benefits to water quality
including woody material, stream temperature protection, bank stabilization and buffering ability to protect water
quality. The Northwest Forest Plan established Riparian Reserves in recognition of these benefits. Riparian Reserves
are established around streams, wetlands, ponds, lakes and unstable areas. The amount of area currently open to
OHYV use in Riparian Reserves is displayed by 5th field watershed in the table below.
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Table 3-44. Total OHV road and trail miles within Riparian Reserves by 5th field
watershed for Alternative 1.

5th Field Watershed | Roads (mi) | Trails (mi)
Beaver Creek 1.2 0.2
Bull Run River 2.1 0
Collawash River 71.9 0.1
Eagle Creek 57 0
East Fork Hood River 25.8 0
Fifteenmile Creek 42 0
Fivemile Creek 9.2 0
Hood River 5.8 0
Lower Clackamas River 2.5 0
Lower Molalla River 0.2 0
Lower Sandy River 0.1 0
Middle Clackamas River 69.9 0
Middle Columbia/Eagle Creek 0.3 0
Middle Columbia/Mill Creek 2.8 0
Middle Deschutes River 2.6 1.6
Middle Sandy River 4.5 0
Mosier Creek 0.6 0
Oak Grove Fork Clackamas River 62.3 0
Salmon River 14.8 0
Tygh Creek 11.2 0
Upper Clackamas River 64.5 0.3
Upper Molalla River 0 0
Upper Sandy River 7.0 0
Warm Springs River 5.6 0
West Fork Hood River 25.8 0
White River 48.3 2.2
Zigzag River 3.6 0
Grand Total 452.6 4.3

Direct and Indirect Effects - Chemicals and Bacteriological Contaminants

Chemicals, such as hydrocarbons, have the potential to be introduced into adjacent surface and groundwater through
vehicle leakage, incidental spills while refueling vehicles and indirectly through dust and flushing of residue from
vegetation. Since parking and refueling can currently happen anywhere on the Forest, it is difficult to predict the
effect to water quality. Larger OHV staging areas exist only in a few locations, so spills and leakage are expected to be
very small. The amount and location of indirect introduction from dust and vegetation should roughly correlate to
the 5th field watersheds listed in the tables above.

As described in the Affected Environment section, there is a potential for bacteriological water contamination
from intensive recreation use. Introduction of fecal coliform is possible in areas that do not have toilet facilities. A
discussion of this issue is included in the Fisheries section.

Summary of Direct and Indirect Effects for Alternative 1

Implementation of Alternative 1 maintains the current areas available for OHV use. The amount of potential indirect
and direct erosion and resulting sedimentation would increase across the Forest as OHV use increases.
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Table 3-45. Summary of water quality indicators for Alternative 1.

Water Quality Effects Measure

| Alternative 1

Miles of OHV roads and trails within 100 feet of a stream 203 miles
Number of stream crossings 3,404
Miles of OHV roads and trails in drinking water source areas 1,387 miles
Miles of OHV roads and trails within Riparian Reserves 457 miles

Alternative 1 will be used as a baseline and a basis for comparing the other alternatives with. This comparison is
included in the description of the effects for Alternatives 2, 3 and 4.

Cumulative Effects for Alternative 1

Most of the existing OHV locations and areas of use on the Forest are upstream of other sources of sediment and
OHYV derived chemicals on both non-Federal and Federal lands. Where streams flow through other land ownerships
(BLM, Federal, State, Tribal, or private), the potential exists for sediments and OHV derived chemicals originating
from OHV locations on the Forest to mix with those originating from sites on and off-National Forest System lands.

The effects could be additive or synergistic in nature.

The table below provides a qualitative summary of potential cumulative watershed effects for Alternative 1. It shows
existing and potential projects, effects from those projects that may result in cumulative effects with this project,
whether these projects overlap in time and space and an assessment if a measurable cumulative effect is expected.
Findings of this summary are supported by the analysis above which utilizes pertinent research, project design
criteria, and applicable management standards and guidelines.

Table 3-46. Cumulative effects summary for Alternative 1.

Overlap in Measurable

Project ST Cumulative 2L
) Effects Detectable?
Effect?
Existing Forest Projects are comp.leted.
Lo No remaining sediment effects due to
Service Timber Harvest Suspended e . .
. . No Yes No mitigation measures and design criteria
Units Sediment . ) o -
implementation on the original projects
and natural recovery.
There may be an overlap in timing and
location of these projects with this
project. These projects have a chance
of some short-term introduction of fine
Forest Service Vegeta- sediment that may mix with fine sedi-
tion Treatment Activities ment from this OHV project. Some of
Planned or Underway (The the high risk areas would be in Neal
Dalles Watershed Fuelbreak, Creek and West Fork Neal Creek due
North Fork Mill Restoration Suspended to North Fork Mill Restoration Project
. h ) Yes Yes Yes
Project, Sportsman’s Park Sediment culvert replacements, road reconstruc-
Hazardous Fuels Reduc- tion on the 1700 road, OHV use on Hood
tion, No Whisky Plantation River County lands, existing Long Prairie
Thinning, Upper Clacka- Grazing Allotment damage, and timber
mas Plantation Thinning, harvest on private lands. Other listed
Cascade Crest Fuel Break projects have a low risk of cumulative
Project, Pre-commercial effects due to implementation of project
treatments) design criteria that minimize erosion and
sediment input.
No cumulative effects are expected due
OHYV Related to project design criteria implementation
. Yes Yes No . -
Chemicals and conformance with existing standards
and guidelines on the existing projects.
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Table 3-46. (continued)

Project

Potential
Effects

Overlap in

Measurable
Cumulative

Extent,
Detectable?

Private Land Activities (SDS
Timber Harvest, City of The
Dalles Timber Harvest, Hood
River County Trails Project)

Suspended
Sediment

Yes Yes

Effect?

Yes

Some projects are completed so there
are no remaining sediment effects due to
natural recovery. Other ongoing projects
on adjacent private land, such as road
maintenance and vegetation manipula-
tion, have a chance of some short-term
introduction of fine sediment that may
mix with minor fine sediment from this
OHV project. Some of the high risk areas
would be in Neal Creek and West Fork
Neal Creek due to North Fork Mill Resto-
ration Project culvert replacements, road
reconstruction on the 1700 road, OHV
use on Hood River County lands, existing
Long Prairie Grazing Allotment damage,
and timber harvest on private lands.

OHV Related
Chemicals

Yes Yes

No

No cumulative effects are expected due
to project design criteria implementation
and conformance with existing standards
and guidelines on the existing projects.

Miscellaneous Tree Salvage
(Hazard Trees)

Suspended
Sediment

Yes Yes

Not Measur-
able

There may be an overlap in timing of
this project with the OHV project; any
minor suspended sediment would not
be measurable due to implementation of
project design criteria and conformance
with existing standards and guidelines in
the projects.

Long Prairie
Grazing Allotment

Suspended
Sediment

Yes Yes

Yes

Current damage in riparian areas from
grazing has a chance of some short-term
introduction of fine sediment that may
mix with minor fine sediment from this
OHV project. The highest risk of this
would be in West Fork Neal Creek due to
the culvert replacement projects, road
reconstruction on the 1700 road, Long
Prairie Grazing allotment, OHV use on
Hood River County lands, and timber har-
vest on private lands. Long-term restora-
tion of a more natural sediment regime is
likely with recovery due to project design
criteria in the Long Prairie Grazing Allot-
ment project coupled with road decom-
missioning, culvert removal/replacement
and road closures associated with the
North Fork Mill Restoration Project.
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Table 3-46. (continued)

Project

Potential
Effects

Overlap in

Measurable
Cumulative
Effect?

Extent,
Detectable?

Ongoing road and trail
maintenance

Suspended
Sediment

Yes Yes

Yes

There may be an overlap in timing and
location of these projects with the OHV
project. These projects have a chance of
some short-term introduction of fine sed-
iment that may mix with fine sediment
from the OHV project. Some of the high
risk areas would be in Neal Creek and
West Fork Neal Creek due to North Fork
Mill Restoration Project culvert replace-
ments, road reconstruction on the 1700
road, OHV use on Hood River County
lands, existing Long Prairie Grazing Al-
lotment damage, and timber harvest on
private lands. Other areas of potential
concern include McCubbins Gulch and
Cabin Creek in the Peavine area due to
the number of OHV stream crossings and
native surface roads.

OHV Related
Chemicals

Yes Yes

No

No cumulative effects are expected due
to project design criteria implementation
and conformance with existing standards
and guidelines on the existing projects.

Invasive Plant
Treatments

Suspended
Sediment

Yes Yes

Not Measur-
able

There may be an overlap in timing of

this project with the OHV project; any
minor suspended sediment would not
be measurable due to implementation of
project design criteria and conformance
with existing standards and guidelines in
the projects.

OHV Related
Chemicals

Yes Yes

No

No cumulative effects are expected due
to project design criteria implementation
and conformance with existing standards
and guidelines on the existing projects.

Past Aquatic Restoration
Projects

Suspended
Sediment

No Yes

Not Measur-
able

There may be an overlap in timing of
these project effects with the OHV
project. Any minor suspended sediment
may slightly slow the recovery resulting
from restoration project implementation,
but this would not be measurable due to
implementation of project design criteria
and conformance with existing standards
and guidelines in the projects.

OHYV Related
Chemicals

Yes Yes

No

No cumulative effects are expected due
to implementation of project design
criteria and conformance with existing
standards and guidelines on the existing
projects.

Chapter 3 — 66




Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Table 3-46. (continued)

Overlap in Measurable
Cumulative
Effect?

Extent,
Detectable?

Potential
Effects

Project

There may be a spatial and temporal
overlap of effects of this project with
this OHV project. Any minor suspended
sediment may slightly slow the recovery
Clackamas Road Decommis- Suspended Y Not Measur- | resulting from restoration project imple-
L . es Yes ; .
sioning Sediment able mentation but this would not be measur-
able due to implementation of design
criteria and conformance with existing
standards and guidelines in all projects
on the Forest.

There may be a spatial overlap of these
project effects with this OHV project.
Any minor suspended sediment may
slightly slow the recovery resulting from
Suspended Yes Yes Not Measur- | restoration project implementation, but
Sediment able this would not be measurable due to
implementation of project design criteria
and conformance with existing standards
and guidelines in all projects on National
Forest.

No cumulative effects are expected due
to implementation of project design

Future Aquatic Restoration
Projects

OHVv Rglated Yes Yes No criteria and conformance with existing
Chemicals Sy s
standards and guidelines on the existing
projects.

Summary of Cumulative Effects for Alternative 1

Sediment: Measurable cumulative effects are possible as a result of sediment introduction from OHVs. The risk
depends on the timing of this project and other projects listed in the table above. If these projects are spaced closely
together in time (within three years of each other), there is a higher chance that there would be a measurable
cumulative effect than if they are implemented over a longer period of time. This is due to the dispersal of sediment
throughout the stream system as time goes on. The highest risk of a cumulative sediment effect is in Neal Creek and
West Fork Neal Creek due to the amount of activity confined in a fairly small area. The highest risk portions of this
project are the culvert replacement and removals since they require work in the actual stream channel.

OHYV Related Chemicals: There would be little to no chance for cumulative effects related to OHV derived chemicals
due to the implementation of PDC in existing and planned future projects that minimize the chance of introducing
these chemicals to surface water. Some of these PDC include requirements to refuel equipment away from surface
water, storage of chemicals away from surface water and providing a spill plan prior to project implementation.

Alternative 2 - Proposed Action
Direct and Indirect Effects for Water Quality (Soil Disturbance, Turbidity and Fine Sediment)

As described in the Affected Environment section above, OHV use has the potential to increase erosion and resulting
sedimentation. In addition, OHVs have the potential to disturb or displace soil, making the soil more vulnerable to
erosion. Alternative 2 proposes to establish a series of OHV trails utilizing the existing road network, the existing
motorized trail network and construction of new motorized trails. In addition, some existing roads would be
decommissioned as part of this alternative. Following is a description of each of the trail treatments and the resulting
relative change in erosion and sedimentation from Alternative 1.
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Mixed Use Roads: These are existing roads that are open to OHVs in Alternative 1 and would continue to be open to
OHYV trafhic. It is expected that these roads would have a neutral to slight increase in erosion due to increased OHV
traffic. Non-highway legal vehicles may be operated in a manner that increases road surface erosion; research has
found the combination of vehicle and skill result in faster and more aggressive moves on slopes and curves (Foltz and
Meadows 2007). These moves have the potential to dislodge more soil particles which in turn may increase erosion.

Roads Converted to Trails: These are roads that are currently on the road system and would be converted to OHV
use only. The roads are either closed or open to high clearance vehicles (cars, trucks and OHV) in Alternative 1. It is
expected that these routes would have either a slight decrease to slight increase in erosion. Roads that are currently
closed (level 1) would have a slight increase in erosion depending on the current use level of the road. If the road is
used on a regular basis, this increased erosion would be less than a road that is totally closed to traffic (Wemple et al.
1996). If the road is currently open (level 2), then conversion to an OHV trail would be neutral to a slight decrease

in erosion and potential sedimentation. This is because of decreased overall traffic and the stabilization of a portion
of the road surface. It is assumed that roads converted to OHV trails would be allowed to revegetate and stabilize on
the unused portion of the road width. The following Watershed Erosion Prediction Project (WEPP) Model runs were
completed to illustrate this relationship. The model runs are for a 200 foot section of road that simulates an existing
road (13 feet wide) and a road that has been converted to an OHV trail and has stabilized on the shoulder sections so
only five feet of road surface is unvegetated.

Table 3-47. WEPP model run showing the potential decrease in soil erosion from a road
that has been converted to an OHV trail.

Road Width (feet) Road Prism Erosion (Pounds of soil per year)
13 ft Wide Road 413.4 lbs.
5 ft Wide Road
(Road converted to trail) 1587 lbs.

A cubic yard of soil (27 cubic feet) weighs roughly 2000 Ibs (John Dodd, Mt. Hood NF Soil Scientist, personnel
communication, December 2008). Therefore, a cubic foot of soil weighs approximately 75 lbs and a typical
wheelbarrow holds from 4-6 cubic feet of soil (300-450 Ibs). It should be noted that there would likely be some
erosion from the revegetated area which is not represented in the erosion value for the five foot wide road.

Decommissioned Roads: These are roads that are currently part of the road system, but would be decommissioned.
These actions would have some short-term direct and indirect increase in erosion and sedimentation, but would
provide a long-term decrease in erosion and sedimentation. Pulling culverts and disturbing the road surface has the
potential to dislodge soil particles. Through time the decommissioned road surface would stabilize and revegetate,
which would provide an overall decrease in erosion and sedimentation when compared to Alternative 1.

Existing and New Motorized Trails: These are motorized trails that are currently part of the Forest trail system

or new trails that are proposed for construction. Existing trails would have a neutral to slightly increased risk of
erosion and sedimentation depending on use levels. If use levels increase as a result of this project, then erosion and
sedimentation would likely increase. New motorized trails would vary between increased and decreased erosion and
sedimentation compared to Alternative 1. Areas that are currently vegetated and have low erosion rates would likely
see an increased rate of erosion and sedimentation because of new ground disturbance. Sections of trail that currently
exist as user-created trails would likely see neutral to decreased erosion and sedimentation due to implementation of
PDC that are aimed at reducing erosion and sedimentation.

North Fork Quarry OHV Area: As described in Chapter 2, the North Fork Quarry OHV Area is a four acre rock
quarry site where OHV use is currently occurring and allowed in all of the alternatives. The quarry site is not within
any mapped Riparian Reserves. This use would have similar effects as those described below for staging areas in
quarries and similar effects to Alternative 1. The quarry is predominately rock with little soil and has a low erosion
potential.
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Staging Areas: Staging areas provide parking and staging opportunities to OHV users. Even though these areas

are located in previously disturbed sites, they would have a neutral to increased risk of erosion and sedimentation.
Staging areas located in quarries would likely have a low risk of increased erosion and sedimentation due to the lack
of soils and abundance of exposed bedrock that are resistant to erosion. Staging areas located in sites other than
quarries may have an increased risk of erosion due to loss of vegetation and disturbance.

All Areas of Soil Disturbance: In general, the closer a disturbance is to surface water, the higher the risk of sediment
delivery to that waterbody. Many different studies have analyzed the likelihood of sediment delivery with differing
vegetative buffer widths. Vegetated buffer widths identified in research and monitoring as being effective in reducing
or eliminating sediment delivery are variable. The effectiveness depends on numerous physical characteristics
including slope, soil type, precipitation, and buffer composition. These buffer widths generally vary from 30 to 100
feet or more, depending on site characteristics (Rashin et al. 2006; Burroughs and King 1989; Packer 1967; NWFP
ROD 1994; Riedel 2006). The figure below displays the miles of OHV roads and trails within 100 feet of surface water
for the action alternatives. Based on research cited above, this width will be used as a general indication of the relative
risk of sedimentation for each alternative. In addition, miles of OHV routes within Riparian Reserves will be used

later to characterize potential OHV effects to other riparian area features.

Figure 3-1. OHV roads and trails within 100 feet of streams by alternative.
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As displayed in the Figure above, Alternative 2 proposes to decommission 0.64 miles of road, use or convert 7.72
miles of existing roads or trails, and construct 1.55 miles of new trail within 100 feet of streams. The table below
shows the length of OHV roads and trails within 100 feet of a stream by proposed treatment for the different 5th field
watersheds. This table compares Alternative 1 with Alternative 2. It should be noted that 394,886 acres of land where
cross-country OHYV travel is currently allowed is not included in the tables below for Alternative 1. It is expected that
use of this land for cross-country travel by OHVs has an increased potential for erosion and sediment introduction.
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Table 3-48. Miles of OHV roads and trails within 100 feet of streams by 5th field
watershed for Alternative 1 and 2.

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

5th Field Watershed | OHV Location ils-Existi {3
: ! Roads (mi) | Trails (mi) | Roads (mi) il E).('Stmg el !\lew
(mi) (mi)
Beaver Creek McCubbins 1.1 0.2 0.2 02 0
Gulch
East Fork Hood River | 2is0n Prairie, | | 0 0 0 0.9
Bear Creek
Middle Clackama | 106 Flats 307 0 12 0 0
River
Middle Columbia/Mill | 1 brairie 07 0 02 0 0.04
Creek
Middle Peschutes McCubbins 21 10 03 08 0.04
River Gulch
Oak Grove Fork Peavine,
Clackamas River LaDee Flats 269 0 0.3 0 0.2
Upper Clackama River Peavine 28.1 0.3 0.4 0 0
Warm Springs River Peavine 3.1 0 1.4 0 0.2
McCubbins
White River Gulch, 24.2 1.4 1.5 1.3 03
Rock Creek
All Other 5th Field
Watersheds 74.3 0.1 0 0 0
Grand Total 200.3 2.9 5.5 2.2 1.6

The majority of new trail construction within 100 feet of streams is proposed in the Bear Creek OHV location. These
trail segments are mostly on tributaries to Tony Creek.

Stream crossings can also provide an avenue for sediment introduction because they are directly connected to stream
channels. This relationship is detailed in the Affected Environment section. The figure below shows the number of
stream crossings for each alternative which can be used as a measure for the potential to have direct and indirect
introduction of sediment to surface water.

Figure 3-2. Stream crossings for each alternative.

Stream Crossings

300

250 ~

200

m New
150 B Existing

7 Close

50

Number

O FEFF T /

Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4

Chapter3 — 70



Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

As displayed in the figure above, Alternative 2 proposes to decommission seven stream crossings, use 82 crossings on
existing roads or trails and construct 20 new trail crossings on streams. Thirteen of the 20 new crossings are in the
Bear Creek location. Most of those 13 crossings are on either intermittent or perennial tributaries to Tony Creek or
Tony Creek. The table below shows stream crossings by 5th field watershed for Alternatives 1 and 2.

Table 3-49. Number of OHV road and trail stream crossings by 5th field watershed for
Alternatives 1 and 2.

Alternative 2

Alternative 1

. Road Trail Road Trail New Trail
5th Field . A : . . .
Watershed OHV Location | Crossings | Crossings | Crossings | Crossings | Crossings
(number of | (number of | (humber of | (humber of | (humber of
crossings) | crossings) | crossings) | crossings) | crossings)
Beaver Creek McCubbins 15 2 5 2 0
Gulch
Gibson Prairie,
East Fork Hood Bear Creek 180 0 0 0 13
River
Middle Clackamas | | 1o Flats 548 0 18 0 0
River
Middle Columbia/ . .
Mill Creek Gibson Prairie 30 0 2 0 1
Middle Peschutes McCubbins 2 10 3 9 ]
River Gulch
Oak Grove Fork Peavine,
Clackamas River LaDee Flats 377 0 / 0 !
Upper Qlackamas Peavine 461 4 3 0 0
River
Warm Springs River Peavine 33 0 9 0 3
McCubbins
White River Gulch 436 12 13 11 1
Rock
All Other 5th Field
Watersheds 1,274 0 0 0 0
Grand Total 3,376 28 60 22 20

Since stream crossings have been identified in research as a very important delivery mechanism for sediment, further
analysis was done on the proposed stream crossings. Most of the time, native surface roads have higher erosion
potential than gravel surfaced roads. Research has shown that application of a gravel surface can result in up to an
85% reduction in soil loss over a native surface (Burroughs and King 1989; Swift 1984). The following WEPP model
runs show the difference in erosion and sediment delivery (shown as sediment leaving buffer in table below) between
a native surface road and a gravel surface road. All of the model inputs stayed the same except surface material which
was changed from native to gravel surface.

Table 3-50. WEPP model run showing the difference in erosion and sedimentation
between a gravel surface road and a native surface road.

Road Prism Erosion

579 lbs.
349 lbs.

Sediment Leaving Buffer

111 lbs
78 lbs.

Native Surface Road
Gravel Surface Road
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Results from the WEPP model runs show that in this situation, the native surface road produced 579 pounds of
eroded soil while the gravel surface road produced 349 pounds of eroded soil, which is a 40 percent reduction in
eroded soil. It should be noted that under some circumstances, gravel surfaced roads may produce more runoft and
erosion than native surface roads (WEPP manual).

All native surface road and trail stream crossings were analyzed for erosion potential using the soil resource

inventory. Native surface road and stream crossings were classified as having a high, moderate or low relative erosion
potential, based on the erosion potential of the underlying soil type. That information is displayed in the figure below.

Figure 3-3. Native surface stream crossings by soil erosion potential.
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Alternative 2 has 11 native surface crossings on high surface erosion potential soils, 46 crossings on moderate surface
erosion potential soils and eight native surface crossings on low surface erosion potential soils. As displayed in the
figure below, the majority of these crossings are in the McCubbins Gulch location.

Figure 3-4. Native surface crossings by OHV system for Alternative 2.
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Direct and Indirect Effects - Drinking Water

As described in the Affected Environment section, several drinking water source areas are located within some of
the proposed OHV locations. The following figure displays the miles of OHV trails in drinking water source areas by

alternative.

Figure 3-5. OHV roads and trails in drinking water source areas by action alternative.
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Most of the OHV roads and trails are located in the City of Estacada’s source area in the Clackamas River Watershed.
Eighty-one percent of the 62 miles of OHV roads and trails are locat