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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED 

1.1 Introduction 
The Moab/Monticello Ranger District on the Manti-La Sal 
National Forest proposes to reduce hazard fuels by me-
chanically thinning vegetation within the Willow Basin 
wildland-urban interface (WUI), which directly poses a 
threat to firefighters, the public, and private property.  The 
intent of this project is to reduce hazardous fuels in strate-
gic locations on Forest Service lands, which will help with 
subsequent efforts to control wildfires that start within and 
outside treated areas.  Approximately 1,000 acres of the 
1,725 acres project area would be treated. 
 
The project area is located on National Forest System lands 
administered as the Moab Ranger District, Manti-La Sal 
National Forest (see Figure 1 and Appendix B - Maps).  
The Willow Basin WUI Fuels Treatment project area is located approximately 6 air miles from Castle Valley, Utah 
in the La Sal Mountains.  It is largely located within the Castle Creek drainage which is tributary to the Colorado 
River.  The project area is adjacent to the Willow Basin residential community located in Grand County, Utah.  The 
entire project area is managed under Forest Plan management unit prescription RNG (emphasis is on production of 
forage for wildlife and livestock).  
 

Figure 1 - Vicinity Map  

1.2 Background 
In 1997, the Grand County Fire Warden (Schilling 1997) 
prepared a Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Pre-Attack Plan for 
Willow Basin Residential Development, which compiled 
pertinent information to be used in the event of a wildfire.  The 
plan stated: “The fuels, lack of adequate safety zones/escape 
routes and narrow roads make structure and wildland defense in 
Willow Basin extremely hazardous.”  Because of these concerns, 
in 1998, the Grand County Warden and the Southeast Area 
Manager of the Utah Forestry, Fire, and State lands initiated the 
Willow Basin Interface Fire Mitigation Project, which created a 
50-foot wide fuelbreak along about one mile of road within the 
Willow Basin private inholding.  During that time, they 
collaborated with and encouraged the Forest Service to complete 
additional fuel reduction work on adjacent federal lands.  
Subsequently, in collaboration with Grand County and the State 
of Utah the Willow Basin Hazardous Fuels project was 
developed and presented to the public for notice and comment in 
September 2005 (Times-Independent 2005).  A decision to 
implement was made by Lee Johnson, District Ranger (USDA 
Forest Service 2006a).  However, the decision was appealed and 
subsequently withdrawn (USDA Forest Service 2006b).   
 

Following review, which included a field trip with appellants (USDA Forest Service 2007a & 2007d) the District 
Ranger revised the proposed action (USDA Forest Service 2007b) to address local concerns associated with exten-
sive prescribed burning adjacent to the inholding.  The new revised proposed action was presented to the public for 
notice and comment in July 2007 (USDA Forest Service 2007c and Times-Independent 2007a & 2007b). 
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On December 5, 2007, the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit issued a ruling that precluded further 
implementation of project decisions under Forest Service Categorical Exclusion 10 for Hazardous Fuel Reduction 
(FSH 31.2 – 10).  As a result of this ruling the Moab/Monticello Ranger District proposed to complete an environ-
mental assessment (EA) under authority of the Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003 (HFRA).  The public was 
notified of this intent by letter (USDA Forest Service 2008a), by public notices in the paper-of-record (The Times-
Independent – 2008) and in the San Juan Record (2008), and in public meetings held on April 7 and 8, 2008 (Project 
Record). 

1.3 Purpose and Need 
The Purposes of this proposal are to: 1) Reduce the risk of stand-replacing crown fire within the wildland-urban 
interface adjacent to Willow Basin private in-holdings (WUI area) which includes approximately 25 private homes 
and primary access routes; 2)  Reduce the risk from wildfire to life (fire fighters and residents); and 3)  Reduce the 
risk of damage to private property from wildfire. 
 
The Need for this project is to reduce existing live fuel loads, vertical and horizontal fuel continuity, and ladder fuels 
within the Willow Basin WUI area.  Inherent is the desire to provide a safer environment for both firefighters and 
residents in the Willow Basin private inholding. 
 
These stands are within a priority area selected during a Forest Rapid Assessment conducted in early 2005 (USDA 
Forest Service 2005a).  We considered a number of resource areas, including the Willow Basin WUI area, to be in 
need of restoration treatment.  Due to the exclusion of fire, these forest and woodland stands have fuel loadings, 
densities, ladder fuels (shrubs and young trees), and continuous crown canopies that predispose the stands to 
excessive damage from large fires.  The project area is within 1 ½ miles of an at-risk community as defined by the 
Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003 (HFRA) (see Figure 2 & USDA Forest Service 2009a).  Private and public 
users and developments adjacent to the project area (wildland-urban interface [WUI]) are also potentially at risk 
from fire. 

Figure 2 - HFRA WUI Zone Map 

Vegetation similar to the project area has 
proven to be susceptible to stand-
replacing fire.  The watersheds which 
encompass the project area are 
representative of Fire Regime I and have 
been determined to be in an average 
Condition Class 2 (USDA Forest Service 
2005b).  This describes an area of 
frequent historic fire return interval (0-35 
years), with a moderate departure from 
the historic condition and a corresponding 
risk of ecosystem damage, as well as a 
serious risk to public safety attached to 
fires started or burning under extreme fuel 
and weather conditions.   
 
However, the project area is 
predominately a shrub type for FRCC and 
the mixed PIPO/Gambel oak/shrub/PJ 
component of the project area is in Condition Class 3 with a high departure from historic fire return intervals.  A risk 
of loss of key ecosystem components and high risk of damage to private property or interior improvements exists in 
lands of this Condition Class.  The Placer Creek Watershed which encompassed the Porcupine Ranch Fire (with 
similar vegetation conditions pre-fire) was rated as the same Fire Regime/Condition Class as the project area (both 
watershed and shrub component). 
 
Ponderosa pine stands with dense areas of closed canopy pinyon-juniper, Gambel oak and mountain shrub wood-
lands have proven susceptible to fast moving and intense fire due to live fuel layers (gamble oak and other shrub 
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species) that have increased with lack of natural fire activity.  The shrub/oak, pinyon-juniper, and ponderosa pine of 
this area are representative of Fire Regime I in a Condition Class 3 that is descriptive of an area of frequent historic 
fire return interval, with a significant departure from the historic condition, and a corresponding high risk of ecosys-
tem damage.  There is a serious risk to public safety attached to fires started or burning under extreme fuel and 
weather conditions in these areas.  A risk of loss of key ecosystem components and high risk of damage to private 
property or interior improvements exists in Condition Class 3 lands.  Therefore, a need was identified to implement 
practices that will reduce fuel hazard and associated fire risk in order to protect life, property, and associated values 
within the WUI area.  See (Figure 3) for photos of representative conditions within the project area. 
 

Figure 3 - Project Area Vegetation 

   
View from parking lot – southeast corner of project area  Willow Basin Communication Site 

   
Ponderosa pine/Gambel oak     Roadside view 

   
Ponderosa pine/Gambel oak from Grass/Sage opening and road  Roadside aspen clone      
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The 2008 Porcupine Ranch Fire (about 3,450 acres in size) burned as a crown fire in vegetation similar to the project 
area (see Figure 2 and Figure 4); it was predominately stand-replacing in intensity and severity (USDA Forest Ser-
vice 2009a).  Willow Basin shares similar vegetation conditions and types, topography and weather patterns that 
promoted the Porcupine Ranch Fire into a fast moving, high-intensity, crown fire.  The post-fire effects on the Placer 
Creek watershed have yet to be realized, however, such an event is known to have detrimental short-term effects on 
water quality and quantity.  A lightning or man-caused fire event of a similar nature in Willow Basin area would 
place lives, property, watershed, and scenic values at risk. 
 

Figure 4 – Porcupine Ranch Fire 

             
Fire severity (8/8/27) – pinyon-juniper/Gambel oak                               Pinhook Battleground Cemetery 

 

             
Fire effects - mixed Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, & aspen with Gambel oak understory 

 
The State of Utah, Grand County, and Castle Valley have identified this as an area of high-risk to fire with recom-
mendations to manage vegetation and fuels in the area to reduce risk to life, property, watershed, and other resource 
values in qualifying Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPP) (Utah Division of Forestry, Fire & State Lands 
2007 and 2008a). 
 
Forest Plan:  The Manti-La Sal National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) (1986 as 
amended) and the Forest Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement are incorporated by reference for this analysis.  
The project has been reviewed to identify conformance with Forest Plan management direction.  The project area 
encompasses about 1,725 acres (see Appendix B - Maps).  Under the current Forest Plan, all of the project area is 
managed with emphasis on production of forage for wildlife and livestock (Management Unit- RNG).  The Proposed 
Action is in compliance with the Forest Plan and meets specific goals: 
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Forest Management Goals: 

 Maintain a healthy forest by applying appropriate silvicultural treatments. 
 Ecosystems are restored and maintained, consistent with land uses and historic fire regimes, through wild-

land fire use and prescribed fire. 
 Reduce hazardous fuels.  The full range of fuel reduction methods is authorized, consistent with forest and 

management area emphasis and direction.  
 Reduce the accumulated fuels to a tolerable risk level. 

 

Desired Future Condition of the Forest: 

 Pinyon-juniper stands (about 10 percent of total) on gentle slopes and on lands with good soils will be 
treated periodically to maintain early successional stages.  This will help provide vegetation, scenic, and 
habitat diversity, as well as forage and improved watershed conditions. 

 Intensive management practices would maintain structural diversity within the woody species in at least 
25 percent of the area covered by Gambel oak and mountain shrub type.  

 Manipulation of vegetation could provide adequate fuels reduction. 

General Direction for Fire Planning and Pre-suppression (the project area is in a High Risk – Red Zone): 

 Provide a level of protection from wildfire that is cost efficient and that should meet objectives of the 
management unit considering the following: 

1. The values of the resources that are threatened by fire; 
2. The probability of fire occurrence; 
3. The fuelbed that fires will probably occur in; 
4. The weather conditions that will probably influence fires that occur; 
5. The cost of fire protection programs (FFP & FFF); 
6. The environmental, social, economic, political, public safety, cultural, and property concerns; and 
7. Management objectives for the area. 

General Direction for Fuel Treatment: 

 Maintain fuel conditions, which permit fire suppression forces to meet protection objectives for the Man-
agement Unit. 

General Direction for Wildlife and Fish Resource Management concerning the Abert Squirrel: 

 Leave Gambel oak greater than 6 inches DBH in association with ponderosa pine. 
 
The expected outcome of this project would be to effect a change in fire behavior, to reduce rate of spread and inten-
sity, to maintain Condition Classes that support desirable fire behavior, and that the wildland-urban interface within 
the project area would be less susceptible to excessive damage from wildfire.  Firefighters, public and private users, 
and developments adjacent to the project area would have a reduced risk of adverse affects from wildfire.   
 
This project is included on the Manti-La Sal National Forest Five-Year Integrated Vegetation Management Plan 
(USDA Forest Service 2005-2009), which has been coordinated with other Federal, State, and local agencies as part 
of our collaborative fuels management program.  Willow Basin residential area is identified as a Community at Risk 
on the document entitled Urban Wildland Interface Communities Within the Vicinity of Federal Lands That Are at 
High Risk From Wildfire (Federal Register 2001a and 2001b) and the 2008 Utah Communities at Risk List (Utah 
Division of Forestry, Fire & State Lands 2008b) and in region-wide and community CWPPs.  Because of these con-
ditions and objectives, we have recommended fuel reduction treatments for this area. 

1.4 Proposed Action 
The project area is approximately 1,725 acres (see Appendix B - Maps).  Within this area, about 1,000 acres of me-
chanical fuels treatment would occur.  Mechanical thinning would break up the fuel continuity and ladder fuels in 
the Gambel oak, pinyon-juniper and other mountain shrub communities that surround private lands and critical ac-
cess routes utilized by private residents, firefighters and suppression equipment.  These mechanical treatments util-
ize a combination of rubber-tired or track-type tractor with a Fecon head type attachment (bullhog – chip-
per/shredder) or hand (chainsaw) thinning.  Thinning will create crown separation between individual trees, groups 
of trees, or groups of hardwood shrubs to provide a more open, savannah-like appearance with reduced crown and 
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fuel continuity.  Some small openings or meadow areas would be widened to restore/increase the opening size and 
additional openings would be created.  This will create defensible shaded fuel breaks and natural appearing openings 
in the landscape. 
 
Generally, large overstory ponderosa pine trees and large snags will not be cut, unless they are identified as hazard 
trees.  Some smaller ponderosa pines (less than 9 inches DBH) may be cut (thinned from below) to reduce ladder 
fuels that would promote torching and crown fire potential.  Follow-up of pile/jackpot burning would occur in the 
thinned areas.  Periodic maintenance treatments of similar nature or using prescribed fire to reduce litter, breakup 
fuel continuity, and reduce fuel accumulation would be required in the future to maintain fuels at post-treatment 
levels.  Future treatments would begin about 3 years after the initial mechanical treatment and then continue on in-
tervals of approximately 3 to 7 years. 
 
Treatments would be implemented by service contract or force account (Forest Service) crew.  No commercial tim-
ber harvest is proposed.  See 2.0 Alternatives for a detailed description of the Proposed Action. 

1.5 Public Involvement 
Initial Scoping:  A Categorical Exclusion Review and project initiation document was distributed to Forest person-
nel in July 3, 2007 (USDA Forest Service 2007b).  The scoping letter for the Willow Basin Wildland Urban Inter-
face Fuels Treatment Project was signed and sent for public review (scoping) on July 3, 2007 (USDA Forest Service 
2007c).  The letter was mailed to 41 individuals, organizations, and agencies.  Public notice was published in the 
paper of record, The Times-Independent (Grand County, Utah) on July 5, 2007 (Times-Independent 2007a).  A cor-
rected notice was published on July 12, 2007 in the Times-Independent (2007b).  Comments were to be submitted to 
us by August 6, 2007.  A field trip was conducted in the spring of 2007 prior to publication of the proposal, at the 
request of Red Rock Forests, UEC, Grand Canyon Trust, and the Town of Castle Valley to review the project area 
and discuss their concerns (USDA Forest Service 2007a). 
 
HFRA/EA Process:  Following a ruling barring further implementation of Categorical Exclusion 10 (FSH 31.2 – 
10), a letter was sent to individuals with HFRA standing based on the earlier public involvement process.  Public 
Notice of the intent to complete an EA under authority of HFRA, identification of an additional 30 day comment 
period, and notification of 2 open house public meetings (Moab, Utah – 4/7/2008 and Monticello, Utah – 4/8/2008) 
(USDA Forest Service 2008c) were published in The Times-Independent (Times-Independent 2008) and the San 
Juan Record (San Juan Record 2008).  Letters were sent notifying interested individuals, organizations, and agencies 
of the change in process (USDA Forest Service 2008a).  The public meetings were held as publicized with only 4 
individuals attending.   
 

2.0 ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 Issues  
Potential issues are derived from comments received from the public, organizations, other agencies, and Forest Ser-
vice resource specialists.  Issues are defined as a point of discussion debate, or dispute about environmental effects.  
From comments received, the Interdisciplinary Team recommends to the Deciding Official whether issues are out-
side the scope of the proposed action, can be addressed through design features included as part of the proposed ac-
tion, should be analyzed for alternative comparison, or whether the issue should be analyzed as an alternative to the 
proposed action.  Following review of comments the deciding official determined that there are no issues that re-
quire development of a new alternative and none that should be addressed in alternative analysis.  All issues are out-
side the scope of the analysis, are addressed through the No Action alternative, or are addressed through design fea-
tures included in the proposed action.  Documentation of this process can be found in the Project Record and in the 
document entitled Issue Analysis (USDA Forest Service 2009b).   
 
Section 2.2.4 Alternative Summary includes some resource items that were considered as potential issues, but were 
determined not to be issues carried forward in the analysis.  The table comparison provides information for alterna-
tive comparison.  Information relative to these determinations is available in the Project Record. 
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2.2 Alternatives 

2.2.1 Alternatives Eliminated From Detailed Study 
The Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003 (HFRA) provides limitations for analysis of alternatives to the proposed 
action for qualifying projects.  This has been determined to be a qualifying project.  Proposed treatment areas are 
within 1½ miles of an at-risk community, Willow Basin, identified in the Federal Register (2001a & 2001b), in a 
region-wide community wildfire protection plan (RWPP) (Utah Division of Forestry, Fire & State Lands 2007), and 
within the community of Castle Valley’s CWPP (Utah Division of Forestry, Fire & State Lands 2008a).  The major-
ity of the project area is within Castle and Placer Creek watersheds, which have been identified as a major recharge 
source for the unconsolidated aquifer that provides domestic water to the residents of Castle Valley.  HFRA Sec. 
104.(d) Alternative Analysis Process for Projects in Wildland-Urban Interface (2) states that “if an authorized hazard 
fuel reduction project proposed to be conducted in the wildland-urban interface is located no further than 1½ miles 
from the boundary of an at-risk community, the Secretary is not required to study, develop, or describe any alterna-
tive to the proposed agency action in the environmental assessment or environmental impact statement”.  This 
HFRA authorized project is within 1½ miles of an at-risk community and meets qualifying requirements, therefore 
only the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives are considered in detail in this analysis and the environmental 
assessment.  Regardless of this stipulation of HFRA, no alternatives proposed during the scoping/collaborative proc-
ess meet the defined purpose and need to adequately reduce fire hazards within this WUI area.  The following ac-
tions or alternatives to the proposed action were considered but eliminated from detailed study [40 CFR 1502.14(a)] 
(USDA Forest Service 2008b & 2009b). 
 

 Logging – Application of commercial logging would not meet the purpose and need of the proposed action.  
The vegetation types within the project area that pose a hazardous fuel condition are primarily brush types 
and pinyon/juniper woodlands that are not merchantable timber.  The ponderosa pine is primarily second 
growth, scattered trees not currently economically feasible to commercially harvest.  Acreage treated would 
not adequately reduce fuels. 

 Prescribed Burn Only – This would not meet the defined purpose and need.  Prescribed fire without prior 
mechanical thinning would be difficult to control and could result in fire intensity and severity very similar 
to an unplanned wildfire.  The risk of potential spread of fire from crown to crown and the hazard to fire-
fighter and public safety, private property, and public property would not be addressed.  Impacts to values 
at risk, such as, watershed, animal forage, and visual aesthetics would most likely be undesirable. 

 Mechanical (Hand) Thinning Only – Mechanical thinning does rearrange fuels, but it does not reduce the 
fuel loading.  High concentrations of slash in piles or scattered about can promote high intensity fires in the 
right weather and fuel conditions.  This would not meet the defined purpose and need. 

 Herbicide Use – Use of herbicides could be used to kill vegetation, but by itself would not meet the desired 
objectives.  Dead fuels would increase standing and down-woody fuel loads and combined with regrowth 
would result in increased fire hazards.  Herbicides can be effective to limit sprouting of shrubs and Gambel 
oak following other treatments, but given the controversy associated with extensive herbicide use in the 
designated sole-source aquifer the District Ranger decided not to analyze an herbicide treatment alternative 
at this time. 

2.2.2 Alternative A - No Action 
Alternative A addresses requirements to provide a “No Action” alternative.  Current management of the area would 
continue.  No hazardous fuels treatment or prescribed burning would occur.  This alternative addresses concerns of 
those that desire there be no vegetation thinning or prescribed burning in the project area. 

2.2.3   Alternative B - Proposed Action 
This alternative is designed to address the identified Purpose and Need.  The project area is approximately 1,725 
acres (see Appendix B - Maps).  Within this area, about 1,000 acres of mechanical fuels treatment would occur.  
Thinning would break up the fuel continuity and ladder fuels in the Gambel oak, pinyon-juniper and other mountain 
shrub communities that surround private lands and critical access routes utilized by private residents, firefighters and 
suppression equipment.  These mechanical treatments utilize a combination of mechanized rubber-tired or track-type 
tractor with a Fecon head type attachment (bullhog – chipper/shredder) or hand (chainsaw) thinning.  Thinning will 
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create crown separation between individual trees, groups of trees, or groups of hardwood shrubs to provide a more 
open, savannah-like appearance with reduced crown and fuel continuity.  Some small openings or meadow areas 
would be widened to restore/increase the opening size and additional openings would be created.  This will create 
defensible shaded fuel breaks and natural appearing openings in the landscape. 
 
Generally, large overstory ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, and large snags will not be cut, unless they are identified as 
hazard trees.  Some smaller (less than 9 inches DBH) ponderosa pine or Douglas-fir may be cut (thinned from be-
low) to reduce ladder fuels that would promote torching and crown fire potential.  Follow-up of pile/jackpot burning 
would occur in the thinned areas to reduce activity fuels.   
 
Periodic maintenance treatments of similar nature or using prescribed fire to reduce litter, breakup fuel continuity, 
and reduce fuel accumulation would be required in the future to maintain fuels at post-treatment levels.  Future 
treatments would begin about 3 to 5 years after the initial mechanical and associated burn treatments and then con-
tinue on intervals of approximately 3 to 7 years.  One maintenance treatment would be authorized in this alternative.  
The maintenance treatment would include limited mechanical treatment to maintain openings and reduce ladder fu-
els and prescribed burning beneath ponderosa pine and within Gambel oak/shrub openings to reduce sprouting of 
shrubby hardwoods and other vegetation accumulation. 
 
Treatments will be implemented through service contract or force account (Forest Service) crew.  No commercial 
timber harvest is proposed.  
 
The following actions would occur during initial treatment activities:   

 About 600 acres will be treated utilizing mechanized rubber-tired or track-type tractor with a fecon head or 
similar attachment (bullhog – chipper/shredder).  Some hand (chainsaw) thinning or pruning may be util-
ized in conjunction with mechanized tractor treatments in order to protect high value trees/sites from 
equipment damage, to reinforce fuelbreaks or firelines, and to reduce torching/crowning potential in all 
treatment units.  Of the 600 acres, about 120 acres are identified as a machine and hand thin/hand pile com-
bination due to the proximity to the main road corridor and the extent of ponderosa pine in some areas of 
the unit.  

 About 400 acres will be treated by hand (chainsaw).  Within the hand treatment units in accessible areas, 
cut Gambel oak that can be used for firewood would be scattered or concentrated in openings away from 
leave trees or groups for firewood collection under authorized permit until prescribed burning is completed. 

 Gambel oak (less than 6 inches DBH), pinyon-juniper, and mountain shrub areas would be cut or masti-
cated (bullhog) to reduce ladder fuels and decrease vertical and horizontal fuel continuity. 

 Treatments in ponderosa pine or Douglas-fir would focus on masticating or cutting the ladder fuels 
(shrubby hardwoods and small trees) that are growing directly under and 10 feet beyond the dripline of lar-
ger overstory trees.  Individual trees, small groups, or stands of ponderosa pine may be underburned to re-
duce surface and ladder fuels.  Generally, bullhog treated openings will create a compact scattered fuel bed 
of small size material that will not require additional treatments during the initial entry. 

 Woodland (Gambel oak and pinyon-juniper) treatments will focus on removal of smaller diameter trees in a 
mosaic of small openings, thinned areas, and dense clumps that mimic natural vegetation patterns.  Open-
ings will be ½ acre to 3 acres in size; about 30% (20-40%) of treatment areas of this type will be converted 
to openings.  Gambel oak greater than 6 inches DBH will not be treated.  Larger mature pinyon pine and 
juniper will not be felled/masticated; branches may be pruned to reduce crowning potential. 

 Existing/historic sagebrush openings or meadow areas will be widened to restore or increase the opening 
size.  This treatment is in addition to the created openings and may exceed the 3-acre opening size limit 
stated above. 

 Mechanized tractor (bullhog) treatments are limited to 25% or less slopes where machinery can be utilized 
safely and effectively. 

 Thinning treatments will follow Forest Plan guidelines for management of northern goshawk and Abert 
squirrel, as well as other standards and guidelines applicable to this area.  Large snags or ponderosa pine 
greater than 9 inches DBH will not be felled unless they are identified as a hazard and approved for felling 
during mechanical treatments by the District Silviculturist, Silviculture (Forestry) Technician, Recreation 
Staff, or District Ranger. 
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 Slash Treatment:  Within hand treatment areas adjacent to property lines and access roads (within 300 feet), 
cut vegetation (tops, limbs, and sapling size material) will be placed in piles that are at least 10 feet away 
from the dripline of overstory trees or residual Gambel oak clumps.  In areas over 300 feet from property 
lines and roads, heavy fuel concentrations will be piled and lighter fuel concentrations will be pulled back 
(at least 10 feet from the dripline or clump edge) from residual trees or clumps of Gambel oak and concen-
trated into openings where they will be jackpot burned to reduce heating of soils.  Burning will occur when 
soils are moist and fuel and weather conditions are such that fire creep (spread) is minimized.  Individual or 
groups of ponderosa pine may be underburned to reduce litter. 

 Mechanical treatments and prescribed burning will be completed in accordance with an approved Silvicul-
ture Prescription and Burn Plan. 

 Existing roads will be used and no new roads will be created. 
 Design features (Appendix C - Design Features & Monitoring) will be incorporated that include Forest 

Plan standards and guidelines, best management practices, and monitoring measures designed to reduce the 
impacts of access, thinning, and other treatments. 

 
The following actions would occur during maintenance treatment activities:   

 Limited mechanical treatments similar to those prescribed above will be utilized to treat sapling size mate-
rial that grows following initial treatments beneath ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir, within created open-
ings, and adjacent to access roads and property lines. 

 Fuel concentrations (branches, stems, & tops) should be pulled from beneath larger Gambel oak or pinyon-
juniper along the edge of openings for jackpot burning.  This will limit spread of fire beyond openings as 
well as promote the survival of larger trees if fire spreads beneath these woodland trees. 

 Prescribed burning will be implemented in ponderosa pine areas and within created openings to reduce 
natural and activity fuels to continue to maintain reduced susceptibility of the area surrounding the private 
lands to stand-replacing fire. 

2.2.4 ALTERNATIVE SUMMARY  
The following table provides a comparison of the various outputs or specific treatment proposals of the two alterna-
tives analyzed in detail in this document.  A detailed comparison of the consequences of implementing each alterna-
tive (comparison of objective achievement) can be found in Section 3.1. 
 

Figure 5 - Alternative Summary Table 

 ALTERNATIVE A:  
NO-ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

INITIAL FUELS/VEGETATION TREATMENT (USDA Forest Service 2009c) 
Project Area (acres) 1,725 acres 1,725 acres 
Hand Pile & Burn 0 acres  400 acres 
Bullhog Treatments 0 acres 600 acres 
Prescribed Burn 0 acres ~ 520 acres pile & jackpot burn 
FRCC Improvement 
(CC 3 to CC 1) 

0 acres 1,725 acres 

MAINTENANCE TREATMENT  
Hand/Machine  
Re-treatment 

0 1,000 acres 
 

Actual mechanical treatments would be lighter on 
the land than initial treatment.  Mechanized treat-
ments would be within the 600 acres proposed for 
bullhog and would focus on road corridors and 
edges of created openings to keep sprouting of 
Gambel oak and associated mountain shrubs low 
and provide a break between leave trees and the 
actual opening that will be burned to kill sprouts.  
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 ALTERNATIVE A:  
NO-ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

Chainsaw (hand) treatments would have a similar 
focus, reducing ladder fuels and providing a fuel 
break between areas to be burned and retention 
clumps. 

Prescribed Burn 0 1000 acres (created openings & ponderosa pine 
areas). 

Cumulative Effects No change from current condition.  
Ponderosa pine stands will remain 
in Condition Class 3. 

Condition Class would be reduced from Condi-
tion Class 3 to Condition Class 1 on about 1,725 
acres through treatment and fire reintroduction in 
the ponderosa pine, pinyon/juniper, oak and 
mountain shrub stands of the area.  Cumulatively, 
two disturbance events will occur in the 1,000 
acre treatment units within a 5 to 10-year period.  
This is within the disturbance return interval of 
Fire Regime I. 
 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

The No Action alternative is not 
consistent with Forest Plan direc-
tion.  It does not provide for fire 
fighter or public safety.  It does not 
minimize hazard from wildfire, it 
does not apply appropriate silvicul-
tural treatments to maintain a 
healthy forest, and it does not pro-
vide a level of protection from 
wildfire that is cost efficient. 

The Proposed Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction.  It provides for fire fighter and 
public safety.  It minimizes hazard from wildfire, 
it applies appropriate silvicultural treatments to 
maintain a healthy forest, and it provides a level 
of protection from wildfire that is cost efficient. 

ROAD CONSTRUCTION, ROAD RECONSTRUCTION, & ROAD CLOSURE  
New Temporary Road 
Construction (Miles) 

0 miles 0 miles 

Unauthorized Routes 
used as Temporary 
Roads 

0 miles 0 miles 
 

Total Roads Decom-
missioned (new temporary 
and existing unauthorized 
routes used as temporary) 

0 miles 0 miles 

Cumulative Roads De-
commissioned (new tem-
porary and existing unau-
thorized routes used as tem-
porary) (Appendix B & 
USDA Forest Service 2008j) 

Total Decommission = 0 miles Total Decommission = 0 miles 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

Consistent with Forest Plan direc-
tion for management of transporta-
tion systems. 

Consistent with Forest Plan direction for man-
agement of the transportation system.  Utilizes 
authorized routes for treatments. 
 

Threatened & Endangered Species (USDA Forest Service 2008d)  
WILDLIFE & FISH 
SPECIES: 
Mexican spotted owl, 
California condor, 
Southwestern willow 
flycatcher, Black-footed 

Conclusion: No Effect 
 

In the short-term, there would be 
no effect on species considered. In 
the long-term, a stand-replacing 
fire could be detrimental to habitat 

Conclusion: No Effect 
 

No T&E species are known to occur in the project 
area. Generally, management to restore natural 
conditions and reduce the risk of catastrophic 
wildfire should benefit native wildlife, including 
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 ALTERNATIVE A:  
NO-ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

ferret, Bonytail, 
Humpback chub, Colo-
rado pikeminnow, Ra-
zorback sucker, & 
western yellow-billed 
cuckoo (candidate spe-
cies) 

conditions and suitability for all 
T&E species. 

threatened or endangered species. Thinning, crea-
tion of small openings, and reduced risk of severe 
fire should benefit small mammal and bird popu-
lations. 

PLANT SPECIES: 
Jones cycladenia 

Conclusion: No Effect Conclusion: No Effect 
This species is restricted to canyon lands. It does 
not occur on the Moab District. 

Cumulative Effects:  No change. 
 

No cumulative effects are expected 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

No Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of 
Threatened or Endangered species. 

The Proposed Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of Threatened or 
Endangered species.  

Sensitive Species (USDA Forest Service 2008d)  
Greater sage-grouse, 
Colorado River cut-
throat trout, Peregrine 
falcon, & three-toed 
woodpecker 

No Impact 
Three-toed woodpecker habitat 
could be created in a stand-
replacing wildfire event (increased 
snag numbers). 

No Impact 
 

These species or their suitable habitat does not 
occur in the area. 

Flammulated Owl 
 

No Impact 
 
 
 

Cumulative Effects:  No change. 

May impact individuals or habitat, but will not 
likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing 
or loss of viability to the population of the spe-
cies.  
Cumulative Effects:  No cumulative effects. 
 

Bald Eagle No Impact May impact individuals or habitat, but will not 
likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing 
or loss of viability to the population of the spe-
cies. The potential impact to transient bald eagles 
foraging habitat are not measurable and are dis-
countable. 

Western Big-Eared Bat, 
Spotted Bat 

No Impact 
 

Cumulative Effects:  No change. 
 

May impact individuals or habitat, but will not 
likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing 
or loss of viability to the population of the spe-
cies. There may be temporary disturbance from 
smoke and/or noise. Critical roosting habitat will 
not be impacted.  
 
Cumulative Effects:  No cumulative effects. 

Northern Goshawk  No Impact 
 
 
 

Cumulative Effects:  No change 

May impact individuals or habitat, but will not 
likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing 
or loss of viability to the population of the spe-
cies. The proposed project activities would have 
no direct disturbance to nesting activity or habitat. 
Associated visual and noise disturbance may af-
fect foraging behavior in the short-term and the 
vegetation treatments may affect availability and 
quality of prey habitat. A long-term benefit from 
increased prey abundance and availability due to 
increased forage production and diversity is ex-
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 ALTERNATIVE A:  
NO-ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

pected in the area.  
 
Cumulative Effects:  No cumulative effects. 

Sweet-Flowered Rock-
Jasmine, La Sal Daisy, 
& Canyonlands Loma-
tium 

No Impact. 
 

Cumulative Effects: No cumula-
tive effects. 

No Impact. 
These plants or their habitat do not occur in the 
project area. 
Cumulative Effects: No cumulative effects. 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

No Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of 
Sensitive species. 

The Proposed Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of Sensitive spe-
cies.   

Management Indicator Species (USDA Forest Service 2008e)  
Abert’s Squirrel (MIS) No effect short-term.  Potential 

long-term adverse impacts to habi-
tat if a stand-replacing fire occurs. 

Mechanical treatments and prescribed fire to open 
the understory and protect mature trees would be 
beneficial to squirrel habitat. Low-severity fires 
are necessary for the maintenance of ponderosa 
pine communities. Such fires also benefit the 
ponderosa pine-dependent Abert's squirrels. The 
immediate effect of low-severity and prescribed 
fire in ponderosa pine on Abert's squirrels is 
probably negligible (Sullivan 1995). The project 
may temporarily impact the behavior or activity 
of individual Abert's squirrels, but there will be 
no impact to the species viability or population 
trends on the Forest. 

Northern Goshawk 
(MIS) 

No effect short-term.  Potential 
long-term impacts to habitat if a 
stand-replacing fire occurs. 

The project would have no impact to population 
trends, nest areas or the PFA for northern gos-
hawk. Foraging habitat would be maintained or 
improved. 

Deer & Elk 
 
 
 
------------------------------ 
Project Area Deer 
Summer Range: 
Deer Summer Range 
Treatment: 
------------------------------ 
Project Area Elk Sum-
mer Range: 
Elk Summer Range 
Treatment: 
------------------------------ 
Cover:Forage Ratio 
        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No effect short-term.  Potential 
long-term impacts to habitat if a 
stand-replacing fire occurs. 
 
------------------------------------------ 
1,725 acres 
 
0 acres 
 
------------------------------------------ 
560 acres 
 
0 acres 
 
------------------------------------------ 
Forest Plan Optimum = 50:50 
Current    = 69:31 
Projected = 69:31 
Summer range forage is considered 
the limiting factor for deer & elk 
populations.  In the short-term 
there would be no change in cover 
:forage. In the long-term forage 
could increase beyond desired lev-
els if stand-replacing fire occurs. 

There would be no impacts that could be mean-
ingfully measured to the deer and elk populations 
on the La Sal Mountains from the proposed Wil-
low Basin project. 
--------------------------------------------------------- 
1,725 acres 
 
1,000 acres 
 
---------------------------------------------------------- 
560 acres 
 
100 acres 
 
---------------------------------------------------------- 
Forest Plan Optimum = 50:50 
Current 69:31 
Projected = 42:58 
Cover:Forage ratio improved.  Early seral condi-
tions (forage area) would increase.  A mosaic of 
thinned and clumped, dense Gambel oak and pin-
yon/juniper would provide hiding and thermal 
cover interspersed with forage sources. 
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 ALTERNATIVE A:  
NO-ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

 
Cumulative Summer 
Range 

 
Current = 60:40 
 
 
 

 
Minor improvement in cover:forage with in-
creased forage area through treatment in summer 
range areas. 

Macroinvertebrates No change in current condition.  
No Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of 
Management Indicator species. 

The proposed project, with the associated design 
features, may have short-term adverse effects on 
the macroinvertebrate community in the Castle 
Creek and Fisher Creek drainages.  Effects are 
expected to be of limited extent and intensity and 
may affect some but not all species.  Recovery is 
expected from upstream, adjacent habitats. 

Golden Eagle (MIS) No change in current condition and 
no impact short or long-term. 

The proposed project includes no activities that 
would cause disturbance or abandonment of a 
nesting territory, and would have no measurable 
impacts to individuals or to population trends 
through implementation of recommended design 
features (seasonal buffer in one unit).  

Cumulative Effects No change from current condition. Short-term increases in noise disturbance during 
implementation.  Cover:Forage ratio moved to-
wards Forest Plan guidelines.  Reduced fire haz-
ard and emphasis on retention of large & old tree 
characteristics & return of properly functioning 
conditions should benefit the species that rely on 
these forest attributes.  Monitoring data generally 
shows stable or improving population trend in-
dictors since the 2001-2003 drought period for 
MIS.  There should be no cumulative effects to 
population and trend of MIS species because of 
this proposal. 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

No change in current condition. 
 

The Proposed Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of Management 
Indicator and other wildlife species.   

Species Of Special Interest (USDA Forest Service 2008e) 
Black Bears No change in current condition. 

 
Due to the retention of important habitat features, 
the proximity of untreated canyon habitat and 
adequate escape cover, the proposed project is not 
expected to impact the bear population.   

Merriam’s turkey No change in current condition. 
 

There may be some disturbance/displacement of 
individuals during project activity. Roost trees 
will be protected and retained. Adequate cover 
will be retained, as treatments are limited on the 
steep slopes the turkeys prefer for nesting cover. 
The proposed treatments would have long-term 
beneficial impacts for turkey habitat. 

Cumulative Effects No change in current condition.  
Potential long-term impacts to 
habitat if a stand-replacing fire 
occurs. 
 

There should be no cumulative effects to these 
species of interest. 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

No Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of 

The proposed action is consistent with Forest Plan 
direction for management of wildlife species. 
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 ALTERNATIVE A:  
NO-ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

wildlife species. 
Migratory Birds (USDA Forest Service 2008e) 

Migratory Birds 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change in current condition.  
Potential long-term impacts to 
habitat if a stand-replacing fire 
occurs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This project may result in an unintentional take of 
individuals from prescribed burning and other 
treatment activities. However, the project com-
plies with the USFWS Directors Order related to 
the applicability of the MBTA to federal agencies 
and requirements for permits for 'take'. This pro-
ject follows bird conservation recommendations 
in the Utah Partners in Flight Avian Conservation 
Strategy where applicable under the scope of this 
project. Design Features for the proposed project 
assure the retention of snags and other habitat 
features such as mature pinyon pine, juniper, and 
big sagebrush for neotropical migratory birds, 
woodpeckers, and cavity nesting species in the 
Willow Basin WUI Fuels Treatment project area. 

Cumulative Effects: No change in current condition.  
Potential long-term impacts to 
habitat if a stand-replacing fire 
occurs. 

Reduced fire hazard and emphasis on retention of 
large & old tree characteristics & snags should 
benefit the species that rely on these forest types.  
There should be no cumulative effects that would 
impact the population or trends of migratory bird 
species. 
 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

No Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of 
Migratory Birds and other wildlife 
species. 

The Proposed Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of Migratory 
Birds and other wildlife species. 

Watershed, Floodplains, Wetlands, Channel Stability, & Soils (USDA Forest Service 2009h)  
Water Quality No Impact short-term.  In the long-

term, a severe fire could result in 
extensive development of hydro-
phobic soils, soil sterilization, and 
increased erosion.  
If a high severity fire followed by 
an intense rainstorm were to occur, 
there is an increased likelihood of 
soil loss and subsequent reduction 
of soil productivity within severely 
burned areas. The sole source aqui-
fer could be impacted by delivery 
of post-fire sediment and ash to the 
unconfined aquifer area.  Enhanced 
flood flows could result in en-
trenchment of the Castle Creek 
drainage. 

There should be no direct or indirect effects on 
water quality due to project design and incorpora-
tion of recommendations and Soil and Water 
Conservation Practices (SWCPs). 

Floodplains, Wetlands, 
& Channel Stability 

No effect short-term.  In the long-
term, a severe fire could result in 
extensive development of hydro-
phobic soils, soil sterilization, and 
increased erosion.  
If a high severity fire followed by 
an intense rainstorm were to occur, 

No direct or indirect effects to channels, flood-
plains, and wetlands are anticipated due to im-
plementation of project design features and incor-
poration of BMPs and SWCPs. 
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 ALTERNATIVE A:  
NO-ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

there is an increased likelihood of 
soil loss and reduced soil produc-
tivity within severely burned areas. 
The sole source aquifer could be 
impacted by delivery of post-fire 
sediment and ash to the unconfined 
aquifer area.  Enhanced flood 
flows could result in entrenchment 
of the Castle Creek drainage. 

Soils No Impact short-term.  In the long-
term, a severe fire could result in 
extensive development of hydro-
phobic soils, soil sterilization, and 
increased erosion.  
If a high severity fire followed by 
an intense rainstorm were to occur, 
there is an increased likelihood of 
soil loss and subsequent reduction 
of soil productivity within severely 
burned areas. 

No direct or indirect effects to soil resources are 
anticipated with the implementation of this pro-
ject due to project design, incorporation of BMPs 
and SWCPs, and site-specific recommendations. 
 
 

Cumulative Effects to 
Watershed, Flood-
plains, Wetlands, 
Channel Stability, & 
Soils 

No change in current condition 
short-term.  If a severe fire (natural 
or man-caused) occurred in this 
area, effects could be cumulative 
with those from the Porcupine 
Ranch Fire.  Soils and watershed 
values could be affected by reduc-
tions in infiltration capacity, in-
creased runoff and erosion, loss of 
topsoil and reduced soil productiv-
ity.  Intense rainstorm events fol-
lowing severe burns can result in 
flooding and damage to down-
stream irrigation systems.  Post-
fire sediment and ash could enter 
the unconfined aquifer area or 
stream entrenchment could occur. 

Cumulative effects to water quality, floodplains, 
wetlands, channel stability, and soil resources are 
not anticipated based on project design and incor-
poration of design recommendations that include 
BMPs and SWCPs included in design features. 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

No Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of 
watersheds, water quality, flood-
plains, wetlands, and soils. 

The Proposed Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of watersheds, 
water quality, floodplains, wetlands, and soils.  It 
meets the requirements of the Clean Water Act 
and Executive Orders 11988 and 11990.  It is 
consistent with requirements for management of 
the designated sole source aquifer for Castle Val-
ley. 

Rangeland Vegetation & Management (USDA Forest Service 2009d) 
Permit Administration No Effect short-term.  In the long-

term a stand replacing fire could 
result in damage to improvements 
and temporary closure of this area 
and pasture to livestock grazing 
while vegetation and soils recover 
(2-3 years). 

No effect to livestock grazing short or long-term.  
There could be some livestock disturbance when 
activities occur jointly, but these will be minimal.  
Improvements (fences, etc) will be protected. 
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 ALTERNATIVE A:  
NO-ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

Noxious & Invasive 
Weeds 

No effect.  Existing populations 
will continue to be monitored and 
treated short-term.  Over the long-
term a stand replacing fire could 
result in increased spread of nox-
ious and invasive weeds. 

Design features applied during activities and post 
project monitoring and treatment of existing weed 
populations will provide adequate management of 
weed populations.  Weeds should not increase as 
a result of the proposed action. 

Cumulative Effects No change in current condition for 
permit administration or noxious 
and invasive weeds.  Porcupine 
Ranch Fire (2008) pasture area is 
currently being rested from grazing 
to speed recovery. Fences and wa-
ter sources have been damaged in 
that area.  Monitoring and man-
agement of noxious and invasive 
weeds will continue as part of the 
management of the developed rec-
reation area.   
 
If a stand-replacing fire occurred in 
this area in the short to long-term 
livestock grazing and permit ad-
ministration would be impacted 
cumulatively through damage to 
vegetation and soils, rest and re-
covery requirements, spread of 
noxious and invasive weeds, and 
damage to improvements. 

No cumulative effects.  Reduced fire risk and 
return of properly functioning conditions will be 
of benefit to rangeland and forested vegetation, 
which should improve forage for wildlife and 
livestock in areas away from the reservoir.  Por-
cupine Ranch Fire recovery will continue as in 
No Action.  Design features and monitoring are 
included for management of noxious and invasive 
weeds during and after project implementation.  
Human activities will continue to be a potential 
source of noxious and invasive weeds in the area 
and will continue to be monitored and managed to 
control weed populations. 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

No Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of 
range vegetation, permits, im-
provements, and noxious & inva-
sive weeds. 

The Proposed Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of range vegeta-
tion, permits, improvements, and noxious & inva-
sive weeds.   

Heritage Resources (USDA Forest Service 2009e) 
Cultural/Historical  
(USDA Forest Service 2009e) 

No change from current condition. The project area has been surveyed, SHPO has 
concurred with a “No Historic Properties Af-
fected” determination (Dykmann 2005), and ap-
propriate Tribal Consultation has been completed.  
No direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to cul-
tural or historical resources are anticipated with 
the implementation of this project due to project 
design. 
 

Paleontological (USDA 
Forest Service 2009f) 

No change from current condition. No impact to paleontological resources.  High 
potential areas will be surveyed prior to mechani-
cal treatments and identified sites will be avoided 
during treatments. 

Cumulative Effects No change from current condition. No impact to heritage resources and paleontologi-
cal resources. 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

No Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of 
heritage resources. 

The proposed action is consistent with Forest Plan 
direction for management of heritage and paleon-
tological resources. 
 



 

Forest Service,  
U.S. Department of Agriculture    Page - 17 April 27, 2009 

 ALTERNATIVE A:  
NO-ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

Minerals/Lands Resources (USDA Forest Service 2009f) 

Mining/Minerals No change from current condition. No impact to existing mining claims.  There are 
no active claims or proposed mining activities in 
this area.  Any claim markers or stakes found will 
be avoided (protected). 

Lands Special Use 
Permits 

No change in the short-term.  In 
the long-term lack of fuel treat-
ment in the project area could 
place the Willow Basin Communi-
cation Site (Grand County) at-risk 
from fire. 

The proposed action provides for reduced fuel 
hazard and fire risk in the area surrounding the 
Willow Basin Communication Site. 

Cumulative Effects No change from current condition. No cumulative impact to mining or minerals re-
sources. 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

No Action is consistent with Forest 
Plan direction for management of 
mineral resources. 

The proposed action is consistent with Forest Plan 
direction for management of mineral resources. 

Law Enforcement/Public Safety (USDA Forest Service 2009g) 

Law Enforcement & 
Public Safety 

No change from current condition. The proposed action includes design features for 
public safety.  They include closure of segments 
of the road while prescribed burning occurs and 
signing or flagging as appropriate.  Contract or 
force account activities will be limited on holi-
days or other high-use periods.  The proposed 
action will not affect law enforcement activities 
that are primarily associated with recreation uses. 

Cumulative Effects No change from current condition. This proposal should not result in any cumulative 
effects to law enforcement and public safety. 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

The No Action alternative may not 
be consistent with Forest Plan di-
rection for management of public 
safety.  No management of hazards 
to firefighter or public safety 
would occur. 

The proposed action is consistent with Forest Plan 
direction for management of public safety.  It 
provides for reduction of fuel hazards and where 
appropriate, hazard trees, on Forest lands sur-
rounding private lands and facilities. 

Recreation Management, Visual Quality, and Special Areas (USDA Forest Service 2009g & 2009i) 

Motorized Use No Effect short-term or long-term.  
 
 
Cumulative Effects:  No cumula-
tive effects to motorized use in this 
area should occur. 

No effect short or long-term. Design features will 
minimize potential for unauthorized uses away 
from authorized routes. 
Cumulative Effects:  No cumulative effects to 
motorized use in this area should occur. 

Recreation Special Uses No change short-term.  Facilities 
(property) could be dam-
aged/destroyed and suitability of 
the area for permitted special uses 
could be impacted if a stand-
replacing fire occurs in this area.  

Design features provide for protection of permit-
ted recreation improvements/facilities in the pro-
ject area.  Permitted uses should not be impacted. 

Visual Quality No change short-term.  In the long-
term visual quality may be im-
pacted by forest and woodland 
vegetation mortality caused by 
stand replacing fire. 
 

Project activities may result in short-term reduc-
tions in visual quality due to mechanical activity 
debris, stumps, and soil disturbance.  Design fea-
tures will reduce the impact of treatments and 
provide for recovery of disturbed areas.  The 
long-term visual quality of the vegetation within 
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ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

 
 
 
Cumulative Effects:  No change 
from current condition. 

the project area will meet Forest Plan objectives 
as vegetation recovers following proposed treat-
ments. 
Cumulative Effects:  No change from current 
condition.  Future maintenance treatments may 
impact visual quality for short periods (1 season) 
at reduced levels. Disturbed areas should recover 
quickly. 

Special Areas No Effect.  There are no Wilder-
ness areas, Inventoried Roadless 
areas, Research Natural areas, 
Wild & Scenic River areas or pro-
posals, or other special designated 
management areas within or adja-
cent to the project area. 
Cumulative Effects: No change 
from current condition.  No effect. 

No Effect.  There are no Wilderness areas, Inven-
toried Roadless areas, Research Natural areas, 
Wild & Scenic River areas or proposals, or other 
special designated management areas within or 
adjacent to the project area. 
 
 
Cumulative Effects:  No change from current 
condition.  No effect. 

Forest Plan Consis-
tency 

The No Action alternative is con-
sistent with management of recrea-
tion resources in this area. 

The proposed action is consistent with Forest Plan 
direction for management of motorized use, spe-
cial use recreation facilities and permits, visual 
quality, and special areas.  It provides for reduc-
tion of fuel hazards within and surrounding spe-
cial use permit areas and facilities.  It provides 
design features for management of visual re-
sources.  No designated or proposed special areas 
are affected by the proposal. 

 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter describes the current management situation and the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental im-
pacts of the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives in relation to how well project objectives are met and 
whether there may be significant environmental effects as described at 40 CFR 1508.27.  Further analysis and con-
clusions about potential effects are available in resource specialist reports and other supporting documentation lo-
cated in the project record.  The following are discussions of resources that have relevance to a determination of 
significance for the Deciding Official. 

3.1 Summary of Effects 
The following table provides a comparison of how each alternative meets project objectives.  Information in this 
section is based upon presentation of the alternatives earlier in Chapter 2 and the resource information detailed in 
this section (Chapter 3).  The following indicators or objective measures compare the alternatives: fuel and vegeta-
tion treatment (WUI zone treated, condition class improvement, and treatment acres), fire hazard (fuel reduction, 
torching index, and hazardous fuel management along access roads), and a comparison of other objective achieve-
ment (compliance with Abert squirrel and northern goshawk Forest Plan management direction).  The alternatives 
were analyzed by the use of existing stand inventory data (2004), geographic mapping (ArcGIS), and the Utah vari-
ant of the Forest Vegetation Simulator (Suppose/FVS/SVS). 
 
Vegetation structure for stands was determined using inventory data (FSVEG/CSE).  Data was compared to the 
Characteristics of Old-Growth Forest in the Intermountain Region (Hamilton) (USDA Forest Service 1993 & 2007e) 
and the Manti-La Sal National Forest Goshawk Forest Plan Amendment (2003).  Information was validated during 
field visits to the area (Montgomery, Greg T.).  Based on information provided in Chapter 2 relative to potential 
issues and the Alternative Summary Table, information in this table, and additional information that follows, the 



 

Responsible Official and the public should be able to compare how the different alternatives address the purpose and 
need, respond to the issues, and affect resources.   
 
Outputs and objective achievement of alternatives are displayed in Figure 6. 

Figure 6 - Summary Comparison of Alternative Effects 

 ALTERNATIVE A:  
NO-ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

PROJECT AREA (acres) 1,725 acres 1,725 acres 
OBJECTIVE:  Reduce the risk of stand-replacing crown fire within the Willow Basin WUI, including the 
associated risk to life (fire fighters and residents) and private property. 
FUELS/VEGETATION/TREATMENT (Acres) (USDA Forest Service 2009c) 
WUI Zone Treated 0 acres 1,000 acres 
Mechanized Treatment (Trac-
tor/Bullhog)) 

0 acres   600 acres 

Hand (Chainsaw) Treatment 0 acres   400 acres 
FRCC Improvement (CC 3 to CC 1) 0 acres 1,000 acres 
MAINTENANCE TREATMENT (Acres) 
Mechanized Treatment (Trac-
tor/Bullhog)) 

0 acres   600 acres 

Hand (Chainsaw) Treatment 0 acres   400 acres 
Prescribed Burn 0 acres 1,000 acres 
FRCC (CC 1) 0 acres 1,000 acres 
FIRE HAZARD (USDA Forest Service 2009c) 
Vegetation Treated & Maintained 0 acres 1,000 acres 
Fuel Reduction/Thinning Treatment 0 acres thinned. 

Stand average density 
about 130 square feet 
BA/acre. 

1,000 acres 
Stand average density about 80 square feet 
BA/acre. 

 
Fuels (Tons per Acre): 
         Woodland Vegetation (Pinyon- 
                Juniper, Gambel Oak, & 
                Other) 
---------------------------------------------- 
         Forested Vegetation (Mixed –  
                Ponderosa Pine, Douglas- 
                fir, & Aspen) 

Current – No change 
Live = 14 
Dead = 4 

Total fuels = 18 
----------------------------- 

Current – No change 
Live = 14 
Dead = 5 

Total fuels = 19 

 Post Thin                   Post Maint. Burn 
Live =     10                           10 
Dead =      8                             5 
T. fuels = 18                          15 
-------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Live =      10                          10 
Dead =      9                             6 
T. fuels = 19                          16 
-------------------------------------------------------- 
Treatment will result in about 20-30% reduc-
tions in live fuels.  Dead/down will increase 
fine and coarse woody debris proportionately 
at time of mechanical treatment, but fuels will 
be compact, scattered, and less flammable. 
Openings with low vegetation will allow fire 
to drop back to the surface, reducing severity 
and intensity.  The maintenance treatment will 
reduce dead fuels to near pre-treatment levels, 
but proportion of fuels will change towards 
less flammable coarse (> 3” diameter) fuels.  
Live fuels will have more open crowns and 
increased numbers of patch openings; reducing 
potential for sustained crown fire.  Crowning 
index (wind speed required to sustain crown 
fire) should increase by about 150%. 
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 ALTERNATIVE A:  
NO-ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE B: PROPOSED ACTION 

Torching Index 10 miles per hour 89 miles per hour 
Hazardous Fuel Management Along 
Access Roads (Public Safety) 

No hazardous fuel treat-
ment along access 
routes. 

Yes.  Provides hazardous fuel reduction along 
2 primary access roads; allowing 2 directions 
of travel during a fire evacuation. Fuels would 
be reduced around 7 private ingress/egress 
routes crossing National Forest lands. 

Communication Site Protection No change from current 
condition. 

Yes.  Provides hazardous fuel reduction in area 
surrounding the communication site. 

Hazard Tree Management (Public 
Safety) 

No hazard tree removal Yes, provides for felling of hazard trees. 

OTHER OBJECTIVES (Forest Plan guidelines for management of northern goshawk and Abert squirrel). 
Northern Goshawk F.P. Guidelines:  
Logs Per 10 Acres (12” Midpoint 
Diameter, 8’ Length) 

No change from current 
condition. 

Large down logs will be protected during me-
chanical treatments and prescribed burning.  
No large diameter trees (PIPO or DF ≥ 9” 
DBH) will be felled or treated mechanically.  
No aspen will be treated mechanically.  There 
are no large log requirements for Gambel oak 
or pinyon-juniper vegetation types specified in 
the Forest Plan. 

Northern Goshawk F.P. Guidelines:  
Coarse Woody Debris (Fuels >= 3 
Inches Diameter) 

No change from current 
condition 

Coarse woody debris will increase in Forested 
areas treated mechanically or by chainsaw.  
Material felled will be less than 9” DBH.  
Coarse woody debris should be about 5 tons 
per acre following treatment. 

Northern Goshawk F.P. Guidelines:  
Snags > 18 inches DBH 

No change from current 
condition. 

No change from current condition.  No stand-
ing snags will be felled or treated mechani-
cally, unless identified as hazard trees (usually 
adjacent to buildings, road access, or other 
improvements (USDA Forest Service 1981)). 

Northern Goshawk F.P. Guidelines:  
Live Replacement Trees > 18 inches 
diameter 

No change from current 
condition. 

No change from current condition.  No quali-
fying aspen, ponderosa pine, or Douglas-fir 
will be felled during treatments, unless identi-
fied as hazard trees). 

Abert Squirrel F.P. Guidelines No change from current 
condition. 

No change from current condition.  No large 
diameter (> 9 inches DBH) ponderosa pine is 
proposed for treatment.  Only small diameter 
ladder fuels (shrubs/trees) will be felled 
around larger ponderosa pine. 

3.2 Direct, Indirect, & Cumulative Effects to Project Objectives 

3.2.1 Reduce the risk of stand-replacing crown fire within the Willow Basin WUI, including the as-
sociated risk to life (fire fighters and residents) and private property (see section 1.3) 
Current Situation:  Project area stands have been determined to be Fire Regime I, Condition Class 3 (USDA Forest 
Service 2005b).  They have been determined to be at risk to stand replacing fire and have been identified as a prior-
ity treatment area for hazard fuel reduction treatments (USDA Forest Service 2005a, 2007b, 2007d; and 2009c).  
Uncharacteristic wildland fire in this area could place fire fighters, the public, private property, and National Forest 
resources at risk. 
 
FUEL HAZARD: Treatment stands are generally ponderosa pine with Gambel oak understory or mixed woodland 
stands dominated by Gambel oak, pinyon pine, juniper, other mountain shrubs, with scattered individuals or groups 
of ponderosa pine.  Aspen stands in the project area are not proposed for treatment at this time.  Live and dead fuel 



 

loading is an average of about 18 tons per acre; characterized by closed canopy woodlands (Gambel oak and pinyon-
juniper) and dense canopies with heavy concentration of ladder fuels beneath conifer trees (ponderosa pine, Doug-
las-fir, pinyon pine, and juniper).  Condition Class is 3, with a significant departure from the historic condition, and 
a corresponding high risk of ecosystem damage as well as a serious risk to public safety attached to fires started or 
burning under extreme weather and fuel conditions.  Torching index (wind speed necessary to initiate a crown fire) 
is about 10 miles per hour.   

3.2.1.1 Effects of No Action 

No treatment of current fuel loads, fuel ladders, or tree and crown canopy density would occur under this alternative.  
There would be no direct change in the current management situation in the short-term.   
 
Indirectly, over the short to long-term period, density of trees and ladder fuels would increase.  Fire, insect outbreak, 
or a combination of both events would likely occur resulting in high levels of tree mortality and stand replacement.  
Whether fire occurs as the result of natural or man-caused events in this high-use area, fire would likely be severe 
and intense, causing damage to vegetation, soil, watershed, wildlife, and private property.  Lightning or man-caused 
fire events occurring under conditions similar to those during the Porcupine Ranch Fire in 2008 would likely have 
similar effects.  Vegetation would likely convert to conditions dominated by an even-aged young Gambel 
oak/mountain shrub forest.  Private property and forest resources would be damaged.  The values that draw people 
to this area would be damaged.  Northern goshawk and Abert squirrel habitat would be damaged. 
 
Cumulative Effects:  No Action could result in additional fire and vegetation mortality within and surrounding the 
project area.  While aspen could benefit from this type of disturbance, stand-replacing fire could increase loss of 
ponderosa pine and other conifer stands, converting these areas to dense thickets of Gambel oak.  Private property 
and associated values could be damaged if stand-replacing fire occurs.  If this occurred, effects (changes in vegeta-
tion cover) would be cumulative to those caused during the Porcupine Ranch Fire.  In the lack of fire, ladder fuels, 
canopy density, and the extent and density of pinyon-juniper stands surrounding the Willow Basin subdivision could 
continue to increase. 

3.2.1.2 Effects of Proposed Action 

Proposed Action: The Proposed Action would create fuel and vegetation conditions less susceptible to stand replac-
ing events.   Past and current impacts to vegetation are associated with fire suppression, recreation activities, and 
special use permit activities in the area.  Woodland vegetation densities are high.  Pollet and Omni (2002) found that 
crown fire severity and scorch were mitigated in stands that were thinned and treated by mechanical fuel removal or 
prescribed burning treatments.  Proposed thinning and fuel treatments should effectively reduce fire hazard in 
treated stands and the project area.  Following completion of thinning, piling, and prescribed burning, fire hazards 
should be reduced in the short-term (5-10 years).  Additional fire (prescribed or natural) or mechanical treatments 
will be necessary in these stands within 5-10 years to maintain the historic disturbance interval.  Regular treatments 
may be necessary to maintain forest health and reduced fire hazard.  Natural or man-caused fires should have poten-
tial to occur with a lower intensity and severity within the historic disturbance regime and desired condition class.  
Fire fighter and public safety should be improved.  Resource values should be maintained for current and future 
uses. 
 
These treatments should be an overall benefit to forest and woodland vegetation within the project area by reintro-
duction of disturbance events and fuel conditions closer to historic in the area.  Treatments should help to maintain 
the attractiveness of the area for recreation values while providing a defensible area around special use permit facili-
ties and the adjacent Forest boundary and private property values.  No past, present, or reasonably foreseeable ac-
tions should result in other cumulative effects to forest and woodland vegetation resources through implementation 
of the proposed action. 
 

3.2.2 Other Objectives (Northern Goshawk & Abert’s Squirrel Habitat) 

3.2.2.1 NORTHERN GOSHAWK HABITAT  

Current Situation: These stands have been determined to provide foraging habitat for northern goshawk (Region 4 
Sensitive and Manti-La Sal National Forest Management Indicator Species).  In ponderosa pine forest, the Forest 
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Plan guidelines recommend maintenance of:  1) 50 tons per 10 treated acres of coarse woody debris (fuels 3 inches 
diameter and larger); 2) 30 logs per 10 treated acres (12” Midpoint Diameter, 8’ Length); and 3) 200 snags (snags > 
18 inches DBH 30 feet height) per 100 acres).  Current condition has not been fully evaluated for the project area.  
The inventory is not adequate to estimate numbers of snags or logs in the project area.  Fuel loading and coarse 
woody debris are estimates based on field review and application of a digital photo series commonly used for inven-
tory of forest fuels (USDA Forest Service 2009c). 
 
The Forest Plan does not provide specific guidelines for snags, logs, or coarse woody debris in woodland forest ar-
eas (pinyon-juniper and Gambel oak); it does recommend that treatments not reduce canopy cover below 40% in 
forage areas. 
 
No Action: Implementation of the No Action alternative would result in no treatment of current fuel loads, fuel lad-
ders, or tree/shrub crown canopy density.  Pinyon-juniper trees will continue to increase in number and density 
throughout Gambel oak, mountain shrub, and sagebrush openings.  Fire events during severe conditions would 
likely result in high levels of vegetation mortality and stand replacement similar to those that occurred in the Porcu-
pine Ranch Fire. Whether fire occurs as a result of natural or man-caused events in this high-use area, fire would 
likely be severe and intense, causing damage to vegetation, soil, watershed, and wildlife values.  A stand-replacing 
fire would be detrimental to habitat conditions and suitability of the northern goshawk.  In the short-term, the No 
Action alternative would have no effects on northern goshawk foraging habitat. Considering the current conditions, 
in the long-term there would be a reduction of habitat suitability in the event of a stand-replacing fire across a larger 
area or in the absence of fire, a loss of early successional habitats (USDA Forest Service 2008d). 
 
Cumulative Effects – In the short-term there will be no change in habitat conditions for the northern goshawk.  In 
the short to long-term, a stand-replacing fire would be detrimental to habitat conditions and suitability of the north-
ern goshawk, affecting both nesting and foraging habitat and would likely be cumulative with effects from the Por-
cupine Ranch Fire (2008). 
 
Proposed Action: The project area will continue to provide foraging habitat for northern goshawks. A long-term 
benefit from increased prey abundance and availability due to increased forage production and diversity is expected 
in the area.  Management to restore natural conditions and reduce the risk of catastrophic fire should benefit the 
northern goshawk.  Recent studies in ponderosa pine have found increased biomass of small mammals and increased 
density of birds following both thinning and fire. Thinning in pinyon/juniper and Gambel oak increases understory 
diversity and production and creates a mosaic of stand age and structure across the landscape (USDA Forest Service 
2008d).   
 
Within ponderosa pine areas, thinning will focus on trees less than 9 inches DBH and Gambel oak less than 6 inches 
diameter, reducing ladder fuels, and promoting the retention and growth of larger diameter trees.  Coarse woody 
debris loading will increase, down logs (12” diameter mid-point & 8’ in length) will be protected during bullhog 
treatments, snags meeting goshawk management recommendations will not be felled, and logs and snags meeting 
management recommendations will be avoided during ignition of prescribed burns.  Individual or groups of trees 
will be less dense and will have fewer branches, shrubs, or other ladder fuels under the canopy of the remaining 
trees.  Thinning treatments will increase fuel loads in all size classes (< 9 inches diameter) during implementation.  
Fuels 0-2.99 inches diameter will be reduced 30-60% during prescribed burning.  Fuels > 3 inches diameter will be 
reduced about 30% with most of the large fuel consumption in the 3-8.9 inches diameter class during prescribed 
burning.  Ponderosa pine areas proposed for treatment are generally second growth mid-aged even-aged ponderosa 
pine stands with relict old trees scattered throughout as individual trees or in small groups.  Scattered ponderosa pine 
within Gambel oak and pinyon-juniper stands will be protected from bullhog treatments, small groups of ponderosa 
pine will be thinned to reduce ladder fuels, and shrubby materials will be cleared from underneath the crowns of the 
pines to an area about 10 feet beyond the outer driplines of the crowns.  Pinyon-juniper trees and taller Gambel oak 
(> 3 feet) will be cleared from an area of about 30-feet radius from live ponderosa pine.  Branches will be pruned to 
a height of 5 feet on un-thinned ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, and pinyon-juniper trees along roads, hand treatment 
areas, fuel breaks or fireline, and within 300 feet of  property lines to reduce ladder fuels and associated fire hazard. 
 
Although stand densities will be lower with new and expanded openings, crown canopy cover of the Gambel 
oak/pinyon-juniper stands should be maintained at about 40%.  There should be minimal change in canopy cover in 
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ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, or aspen stands; those areas currently meeting 40% canopy cover should continue to 
meet this guideline. 
 
Figure 7 provides a visual depiction of the structure of a representative stand in the area modeled utilizing FVS 
(Forest Vegetation Simulator) and SVS (Stand Vegetation Simulator) (USDA Forest Service 2009c & 2009j) and 
FSVEG stand inventory data (USDA Forest Service 2004).  It also displays changes in stand structure through time 
modeling thinning treatments and maintenance treatments. 
 
Desired number of snags for wildlife habitat purposes in ponderosa pine and aspen vegetation types is 200 snags per 
100 acres with a minimum 18 inch DBH/30 feet height.  An extensive inventory of snags was not conducted for this 
project.  No timber harvest/logging or felling/mastication of large snags have been proposed.  Treatments are strictly 
non-commercial size in nature, and material proposed to be felled does not meet goshawk management require-
ments.  No snags have currently been identified as hazard trees.   
 
Where suitable snags are not available, the Forest Plan provides for retention of live replacement trees of acceptable 
size (18 inches DBH and larger). The Proposed Action meets this guideline.  No qualifying live replacement trees 
will be felled or masticated during treatment activities. 
 
Average stand diameter of the main forest canopy will increase as a result of thinning from below (USDA Forest 
Service 2009c), but ponderosa pine treatment stands will still not meet criteria to qualify them as old growth.  Fifty 
to 100 years (or more) will be necessary before second growth residual trees meet age requirements to meet criteria 
defined in Hamilton (1993). 
 
Cumulative Effects – This proposal should not result in cumulative effects to northern goshawk populations, habi-
tat, or trends.  Northern goshawk Forest Plan standards and guidelines will be met; habitat will be maintained and 
coarse woody debris will be increased.  Considering vegetation treatment projects in foraging habitat, there would 
be short-term disturbance/avoidance effects only, and we expect beneficial long-term effects to the quality of prey 
habitat for the northern goshawk.  The proposed Willow Basin fuels treatment does not affect forested nesting habi-
tat so is not cumulative to impacts from other proposed prescribed burn treatments on the north side of the La Sal 
Mountains or in other areas of optimum goshawk nesting habitat. The Willow Basin project would have recovered 
by the time of these projects to the extent that it contributes no cumulative effects to foraging habitat impacts from 
the other fuels reduction treatments proposed for the north side of the La Sal Mountains.   
 
Other ongoing activities, livestock grazing and recreation, have the potential to add to impacts from the proposed 
project.  Livestock grazing may remove cover and food for goshawk prey species.  However, grazing will be man-
aged to Forest Plan utilization standards, and the potential for cumulative effects will be minimal.  Recreational ac-
tivities may disturb individuals and possibly result in nest abandonment and reduced fecundity; however, recreation 
may actually decrease temporarily in the treated areas and would not overlap in time with activity from the proposed 
project that might cause disturbance or effect behavior of foraging goshawks.  The Porcupine Ranch wildfire (2008) 
and associated rehabilitation activities (2009) are not within the foraging area for the Willow Basin territory, so 
would not contribute cumulative effects.  Considering vegetation treatment projects in foraging habitat, there would 
be short-term disturbance/avoidance effects only, and we expect beneficial long-term effects to the quality of prey 
habitat (USDA Forest Service 2008d & 2008e).   

3.2.2.2 ABERT’S SQUIRREL HABITAT  

Current Situation: Abert’s squirrel requires mature ponderosa pine stands that include groups of larger trees (>15" 
dbh) with interlocking crowns and an open understory or low-density of Gambel oak.  Tree characteristics largely 
determine the quality of squirrel habitat, with a direct relationship between the number of interlocking crowns and 
the quality of habitat.  Other stand characteristics positively correlated with squirrel habitat are mean tree diameter 
(DBH) and tree height.  High percentages of shrub cover (as occurs in this project area) are detrimental. Descrip-
tions of the understory composition in optimum squirrel habitat vary, and it appears the open understory and needle-
covered forest floor often cited as characteristics of squirrel habitat are related to mature ponderosa pine forests and 
not necessarily a direct requirement of the squirrel.  Abert squirrel habitat in this area is fair (USDA Forest Service 
2008e). 
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No Action: In the short-term, there will be no change in habitat conditions for Abert’s squirrel.  In the short to long-
term, a stand-replacing fire would be detrimental to habitat conditions for Abert’s squirrel, affecting both nesting 
and foraging habitat through loss of developing ponderosa pine in the project area. 
 
Cumulative Effects:  In the short-term, there will be no change in habitat conditions for Abert’s squirrel.  In the 
short to long-term, a stand-replacing fire would be detrimental to habitat conditions for Abert’s squirrel, affecting 
both nesting and foraging habitat and would likely be cumulative with effects from the Porcupine Ranch Fire 
(2008).   
 
Proposed Action:  Abert’s squirrel habitat in the area would remain fair, but would improve through thinning of 
Gambel oak brush and other vegetation beneath ponderosa pine.  Low intensity and severity prescribed fire will im-
prove Abert’s squirrel habitat.  Existing nest /feeding sites and clumps/groups of trees meeting habitat requirements 
will be maintained during mechanical and prescribed burn treatments.  The mechanical treatments and prescribed 
fire to open the understory and protect mature trees would be beneficial to squirrel habitat. Severe fire may reduce 
available habitat, but low-severity fires are now known to be necessary for the maintenance of ponderosa pine com-
munities. Such fires also benefit the ponderosa pine-dependent Abert's squirrels.  The immediate effect of proposed 
mechanical treatments and application of low-severity prescribed fire in ponderosa pine on Abert's squirrels is 
probably negligible (USDA Forest Service 2008e). 
 
Cumulative Effects:  This proposal should not result in cumulative effects to Abert’s squirrel populations, habitat, 
or trends.  There are no other projects proposed in the next 5 to 10 years in the vicinity of this project that would 
commercially thin ponderosa pine.  Some additional prescribed burning and precommercial thinning has been pro-
posed that could result in additional hazard fuel reduction while moving treated stands and areas towards condition 
class 1 in affected areas; this would be an overall benefit to the ponderosa pine type and associated watersheds as 
more acreage approaches historic disturbance regimes with less potential for stand replacing fire.  If a fire ignited 
outside the project area following completion, the area would provide a defensible zone where fire would likely drop 
to the ground allowing the fire to remain at low intensity and severity which should be of benefit to Abert’s squirrel.   
 

3.2 Relationship between Short-Term Use and Long-Term Productivity, Irreversi-
ble/Irretrievable Commitment of Resources, & Forest Plan Consistency 

Irreversible commitments are those that cannot be reversed (extinction of a species or removal of mined ore), except 
perhaps in the extreme long-term (restoration of an old growth forest).  Irretrievable commitments are those that are 
lost for a period of time. 
 
Proposed Action: No irreversible commitment of resources would occur to the vegetative resource within treated 
stands under the Proposed Action.  Some trees and shrubs would be removed, but a greater number would be main-
tained when compared to the effects of wildfire in the long-term under the No Action alternative.  No other irre-
versible or irretrievable commitment of resources is anticipated under the proposed action. 
 
Trees in managed stands grow faster over time than those in unmanaged stands.  Stocking control practices to reduce 
competition and improve growth of individual trees (intermediate thinning treatments) maintain health and vigor of 
treated stands and maintain long-term productivity.  Maintenance of some coarse woody (> 3 inches diameter) also 
maintains soil and long-term site productivity.  There would be a temporary increase in fine fuels following thinning 
that could increase fire risk short-term.  However, post-thinning fuel treatments would reduce fuel loading, continu-
ity, and composition within treatment areas; reducing overall wildland fire risk to manageable levels while maintain-
ing site productivity.  Mechanized treatments will scatter and compact fuel beds in a manner that reduces fire risk 
while increasing coarse woody debris and maintaining site productivity.  Should a wildfire occur, fire severity would 
be reduced from the expected outcome if treatments do not occur in the project area.  Under the Proposed Action 
reintroduction of disturbance events similar to historic followed by future disturbance (mechanical and fire) at his-
toric intervals should reduce severe fire effects and maintain the long-term productivity of these stands.  
 
The Proposed Action is consistent with the goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines of the Manti-La Sal National 
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan as amended.  See Figure 5, section 3.3, and the Project Record for ad-
ditional information. 
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No Action: Loss of existing stand structures if a catastrophic wildland fire occurred under No Action would be irre-
trievable and may be an irreversible commitment of the vegetation resource (125 years of more could be required to 
restore these forest structures and up to 250 years to establish old growth trees and stands).  This loss would also 
affect visual resources and wildlife habitat irretrievably due to the long time period required to reestablish compara-
ble stands of trees.  Under No Action, severe stand replacing wildfire could affect soil and long-term productivity.  
No Action may not be consistent with Forest Plan goals and objectives to:  

 Maintain a healthy forest by applying appropriate silvicultural treatments (LRMP III-3); 
 Use timber management to meet other management or resource needs (LRMP III-4); 
 Minimize hazards from wildfire (LRMP III-5); and 
 Manage trees and shrubs to enhance visual quality and recreation opportunities on existing and proposed 

recreation facilities (LRMP III-50). 

3.3 Specifically Required Disclosures 

3.3.1 National Forest Management Act of 1976 
The Forest Plan was approved November 5, 1986, as required by this Act, and amended.  This long-range land and 
resource management plan provides guidance for all resource management activities on the Forest.  The National 
Forest Management Act requires all projects and activities to be consistent with the Forest Plan.  The Forest Plan has 
been reviewed in consideration of this project.  The proposal is consistent with Forest Plan goals, objectives, stan-
dards, and guidelines. 
 
This proposal meets the requirements of NFMA which addresses Forest planning and timber management on Na-
tional Forest lands.  FSM 1921.12a –Timber Management Requirements, defines the minimum specific management 
requirements for projects and activities that must be met in carrying out projects and activities for the National For-
est System in order to meet the vegetation management requirements of the NFMA.  This project is proposed and 
would be completed under existing laws, regulations, and direction in the Manti-La Sal National Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plan.  It is not a timber harvest and no regeneration timber harvest treatments are proposed.  
Soil, slope, or other watershed conditions will not be irreversibly damaged.  Streams, streambanks, shorelines, lakes, 
wetlands, and other bodies of water are protected from detrimental changes in water temperatures, blockages of wa-
tercourses, and deposits of sediment.  No water conditions or fish habitat will be adversely affected.  This EA and 
supporting Project Record document completion of an interdisciplinary review in compliance with NEPA (USDA 
Forest Service 2009c). 

3.3.2 Threatened and Endangered Species 
A biological assessment was completed and determined there would be no effect to any federally listed species, pro-
posed species, or designated critical habitat.  The project complies with the Endangered Species Act and Section 7 
consultation requirements.  (USDA Forest Service 2008d) 

3.3.3 Migratory Birds 
The project complies with the USFWS Directors Order No. 131 (December 21, 2000) related to the applicability of 
the MBTA to federal agencies and requirements for permits for ‘take’.  The project complies with the intent of the 
MBTA and EO 13186 and follows bird conservation recommendations in the Utah Partners in Flight Avian Conser-
vation Strategy (Parrish et al 2002) where applicable under the scope of this project.  (USDA Forest Service 2008e) 

3.3.4 Cultural and Historic Resources 
Cultural resource surveys have been completed for the proposed project (USDA Forest Service 2009e).  Design fea-
tures for the management and protection of cultural resources have been included (see Appendix A).  Eligible sites 
will be avoided during ground disturbing activities; therefore, there will be no effect to these sites.  The State His-
torical Preservation Office (SHPO) has been consulted and has concurred with the determination of “No Historic 
Properties Affected” (Dykman 2005). 
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3.3.5 Wetlands and Floodplains 
There are wetlands, riparian areas, and floodplains in the project area.  Design features have been included in the 
proposed action that minimize disturbance in these areas and provide for their protection.  These include avoidance 
of wetlands and wet areas with mechanized equipment, designation of temporary road and skid trail locations, and 
others.  Best Management Practices (BMPs) and Soil and Water Conservation Practices (SWCPs) will be imple-
mented to mitigate adverse effects and are described in Appendix A.  The practices controlling operations are effec-
tive in minimizing disturbance when fully and properly implemented.  Implementation is typically good for timber 
sale operations and road construction; disturbances similar to those in the proposed action.  The Proposed Action 
meets the intent of Executive Orders 11988, 11990, and the Clean Water Act.  (USDA Forest Service 2009h) 

3.3.6 Environmental Justice 
The proposed action was assessed to determine whether it would disproportionately impact minority or low-income 
populations, in accordance with Executive Order 12898.  No local minority or low-income populations should be 
disproportionately impacted by implementation. 

3.3.7 Effects of Alternatives on Social Groups 
There should be no effects on minorities, Native American Indians, women, or civil liberties of any American citi-
zen resulting from implementation of the proposed action. 

3.3.8 Prime Farmland, Rangeland, and Forest Land 
All alternatives are in accordance with the Secretary of Agriculture Memorandum 1827 for prime farm land, range-
land, and forest land.  “Prime” forest land is a term used only for non-federal land, which would not be affected by 
proposed alternatives.  National Forest System lands would be managed with sensitivity to adjacent private lands. 

3.3.9 Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential 
In terms of petroleum products, the energy required to implement the proposed action is inconsequential when 
viewed in light of production costs and the effects on the national and worldwide petroleum reserves. 

3.3.10 Effects on the Human Environment 
The civil rights of any American citizen, including women and minorities, are not differentially affected by imple-
mentation of either the No Action or Proposed Action alternatives. 

3.3.11 Conflicts with Other Agency Goals and Objectives 
Public involvement with other Federal, State, and local agencies indicate there are no major conflicts between the 
provisions of the proposed action and the goals and objectives developed for other governmental entities.  Collabo-
ration completed for the proposal indicates other interested agencies are supportive of the proposed action. 

3.3.12 Climate Change 
The Resources Planning Act of 2007 update acknowledges and addresses climate change, and indicates that climate 
variability makes predictions about drought, rainfall, and temperature extremes highly uncertain.  Based on the best 
available science, it would be too remote and speculative to factor any specific ecological trends or substantial 
changes in climate into the analysis of environmental impacts of the project.  Research about long range shifts in 
species range, etc. is ongoing and a number of groups are discussing the implications of climate change on forest 
management.  Although there is a solid consensus that global warming is occurring, there is still much uncertainty 
about subsequent ecological interactions and trends at the local or site-specific scale.  Given the stochastic nature of 
climate-related events such as droughts, wildfire and floods, it would be highly remote and speculative to make 
management decisions based on such predictions.  The best available science concerning climate change is not yet 
adequate to support reliable predictions about ecological interactions & trends at the local (site-specific) scale. 
 
However, studies on climate change (Backlund et al 2008) show that climate change is already affecting U.S forest 
resources.  Report findings show that climate change is resulting in increases in size and frequency of forest fires, 
insect outbreaks, and tree mortality.  Drought conditions have increased across the west and southwest.  These and 
other changes identified in the report are expected to continue, increasing the potential for stand-replacing fire 
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within and surrounding the project area.  These findings support the defined purpose and need.  (USDA Forest Ser-
vice 2009c) 

3.3.13 Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003 (HFRA) 
The proposed action complies with direction provided in HFRA.  One of the purposes of HFRA is to reduce wildfire 
risk in communities, municipal water supplies, and other at-risk Federal land through a collaborative process of 
planning, prioritizing, and implementing hazardous fuel reduction projects (HFRA Sec. 2 Purposes).  HFRA pro-
vides direction in the following areas: 
 
Collaboration:  A Community Wildfire Protection Plan has been written that identifies Willow Basin as a high-risk 
WUI area and provides direction and recommendations for fuel management to reduce risk adjacent to these private 
lands (Utah Division of Forestry, Fire, & State Lands 2007).  This project has been developed in collaboration with 
local, State, and federal agencies (Project Record).  It has been included on the Manti-La Sal National Forest 5-Year 
Integrated Plan since 2005 (USDA Forest Service 2004-2009).  These plans are reviewed annually by the Desert 
Edge Fuels Committee (includes representatives of local, State, and Federal agencies) to coordinate and prioritize 
projects and funding. 
 
At-Risk Community:  An At-Risk community is defined as an area – (A) that is comprised of – (i) an interface 
community as defined in the notice entitled “Wildland Urban Interface Communities Within the Vicinity of Federal 
Lands That Are at High Risk From Wildfire” issued by the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior 
in accordance with title IV of the Department of Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001; or (ii) a 
group of homes and other structures with basic infrastructure and services (such as utilities and collectively main-
tained transportation routes) within or adjacent to Federal land; (B) in which conditions are conducive to a large-
scale wildland fire event; and (C) for which a significant threat to human life or property exists as a result of a wild-
land fire disturbance event (HFRA Sec. 101). 
 
Willow Basin is included on the 2008 Communities At-Risk list for Grand County and the State of Utah 
(http://www.ffsl.utah.gov/firemgt/wui/comatrisk/CommunitiesAtRisk.php).  Willow Basin, Utah is included on 
the 2001 communities at-risk list for Colorado (Federal Register Vol. 66, No. 3, Thursday, January 4, 2001 and Vol. 
66, No. 160/Friday, August 17, 2001/Notices). 
 
Wildland-Urban Interface:  Wildland-urban interface is defined as (A) an area within or adjacent to an at-risk com-
munity that is identified in recommendations to the Secretary in a community wildfire protection plan; or (B) in the 
case of an area for which a community wildfire protection plan is not in effect – (i) an area extending ½-mile from 
the boundary of an at-risk community; (ii) an area within 1 ½ miles of the boundary of an at-risk community, includ-
ing any land that—(I) has a sustained steep slope that creates the potential for wildfire behavior endangering the at-
risk community; (II) has a geographic feature that aids in creating an effective fuel break, such as a road or ridge 
top; or (III) is in condition class 3, as documented by the Secretary in the project-specific environmental analysis; 
and (iii) an area that is adjacent to an evacuation route for an at-risk community that the Secretary has determines, in 
cooperation with the at-risk community, requires hazardous fuel reduction to provide safer evacuation from the at-
risk community (HFRA Sec. 101). 
 
The Willow Basin community has been identified as an at-risk community by Grand County and the State of Utah.  
A Regional wildfire protection plan (RWPP) has been prepared for this area, as well as a Community Wildfire Pro-
tection Plan (Castle Valley).  In accordance with (A) above, the project is adjacent to an at-risk community with 
recommendations for management of hazardous fuels in a qualifying CWPP.  The proposed treatment stands are 
within ½ or 1½ miles of the boundary of private lands and structures (see Figure 2).  Proposed treatment stands in 
this area are fire regime I, condition class 3 (USDA Forest Service 2005b). 
 
Authorized Projects:  Authorized hazardous fuel reduction projects are those consistent with the implementation 
plan, on – (1) Federal land in wildland-urban interface areas; (2) condition class 3 Federal land, in such proximity to 
a municipal water supply system or a stream feeding such a system within a municipal watershed that a significant 
risk exists that a fire disturbance event would have adverse effects on the water quality of the municipal water sup-
ply or the maintenance of the system, including a risk to water quality posed by erosion following such a disturbance 
event; (2) condition class 2 Federal land located within fire regime I, fire regime II, or fire regime III, in such prox-
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imity to a municipal water supply system or a stream feeding such a system within a municipal watershed that a sig-
nificant risk exists that a fire disturbance event would have adverse effects on the water quality of the municipal 
water supply or the maintenance of the system, including a risk to water quality posed by erosion following such a 
fire disturbance event (HFRA Sec. 102). 
 
The project area is part of a wildland-urban interface area that includes private properties and special use permit 
facilities (recreation and public communications).  It has been determined to be condition class 3. 
 
Old Growth:  In carrying out a covered project, the Secretary shall fully maintain, or contribute toward the restora-
tion of, the structure and composition of old growth stands according to pre-fire suppression old growth condition of 
the forest type, taking into account the contribution of the stand to landscape fire adaptation and watershed health, 
and retaining the large trees contributing to old growth structure (HFRA Sec. 102). 
 
Representative stands have been inventoried and field verification conducted in the area to determine if any pro-
posed treatment or other stands qualify as old growth.  There are no qualifying old growth stands within proposed 
treatment stands or the project area.  No stands with sufficient numbers of trees per acre of qualifying age are pre-
sent (Hamilton 1993).  Non-commercial (trees less than 9 inches DBH) thinning treatments will contribute towards 
the development of future old growth stands through density management (thinning forested (ponderosa pine, Doug-
las-fir, or aspen) stands or groups of trees from below to densities and configurations similar to historical conditions 
prior to pre-fire suppression). 
 
Large Tree Retention:  In general, except in old growth stands where the management direction is consistent with 
subsection (e)(2), the Secretary shall carry out a covered  project in a manner that—(A) focuses largely on small 
diameter trees, thinning, strategic fuel breaks, and prescribed fire to modify fire behavior, as measured by the pro-
jected reduction of uncharacteristically severe wildfire effects for the forest type (such as adverse soil impacts, tree 
mortality or other impacts); and (B) maximizes the retention of large trees, as appropriate for the forest type, to the 
extent that the trees promote fire-resilient stands (HFRA Sec. 102). 
 
The proposed action is to thin ponderosa pine stand areas from below relative to surrounding trees.  Thinning of 
forested trees will be from below and no trees larger than 9 inches DBH will be felled (except for hazard trees).  
This is in accordance with HFRA which state that treatments must focus on small diameter trees, thinnings, strategic 
fuel breaks, and prescribed fire to modify fire behavior and maximizes retention of large trees to promote fire-
resistant stands.  This is a listing of activities and all trees cut in thinnings do not have to be small diameter trees.  It 
is acceptable to remove some large trees identified as necessary to meet the prescription for hazardous fuel reduction 
to modify fire behavior.  Large tree retention requirements must not prevent reduction of wildland fire risk to com-
munities, municipal water supplies, and at-risk Federal land (USDA Forest Service 2008g).  All vegetation proposed 
for removal has been prescribed in accordance with the objective to reduce fuel hazards and develop fire-resistant 
stands in this WUI area, except for those few trees that could be felled specifically because they pose a hazard to 
public safety. 
 
 
Figure 7 provides a visual depiction of the structure of a representative stand in the area modeled utilizing FVS 
(Forest Vegetation Simulator) and SVS (Stand Vegetation Simulator) (USDA Forest Service 2009c) and FSVEG 
stand inventory data (USDA Forest Service 2004).  It displays changes in stand structure following implementation 
of proposed thinning/bullhog treatments and shows trees and shrubs removed through thinning (primarily from be-
low) in relation to residual trees and shrubs following treatment. 
 
Environmental Analysis:  Sec. 104. (d) Alternative Analysis Process for Projects in Wildland-Urban Interface (2) 
states that “if an authorized hazard fuel reduction project proposed to be conducted in the wildland-urban interface is 
located no further than 1 ½ miles from the boundary of an at-risk community, the Secretary is not required to study, 
develop, or describe any alternative to the proposed agency action in the environmental assessment or environmental 
impact statement”.  This HFRA authorized project is within 1½ miles of an at-risk community and meets qualifying 
requirements, therefore only the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives are considered in detail in this analysis 
and the environmental assessment (see section 2.0). 
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Figure 7 - FVS/SVS Proposed Action 

CURRENT CONDITION POST THINNING 
Basal area 132.83 sq ft per acre 

Number of trees 6090 (6090.02 per acre) 
Quadratic mean diameter 2.00 
Curtis' relative density 93.93 

Reineke's stand density index 460.65 

Basal area 89.23 sq ft per acre 
Number of trees 2699 (2699.01 per acre) 

Quadratic mean diameter 2.46 
Curtis' relative density 56.87 

Reineke's stand density index 284.98 
Percent cover = 52 

Number of trees contributing to cover: 6090 
Percent cover = 40 

Number of trees contributing to cover: 2699 

   
 

POST THINNING/BURNING 2029 
Basal area 88.08 sq ft per acre 

Number of trees 6293 (6293.02 per acre) 
Quadratic mean diameter 1.60 
Curtis' relative density 69.59 

Reineke's stand density index 333.50 

Basal area 105.71 sq ft per acre 
Number of trees 6887 (6887.02 per acre) 

Quadratic mean diameter 1.68 
Curtis' relative density 81.62 

Reineke's stand density index 393.02 
Percent cover = 46 

Number of trees contributing to cover: 6293 
Percent cover = 42 

Number of trees contributing to cover: 6887 
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Appendix C - Design Features & Monitoring 

DESIGN FEATURES 
The Willow Basin Wildland-Urban Interface Fuel Treatment Project includes the following features designed for 
better implementation of the project.  All applicable Forest-wide and Management Unit direction identified in the 
Forest Plan are hereby incorporated by reference unless otherwise stated. 

Forest & Woodland Vegetation 
General 

 A certified Silviculturist will prepare a Vegetation Prescription for this project that provides specific objec-
tives and guidance for thinning and prescribed burn treatments utilizing the Decision Notice/FONSI, EA, 
Forest Plan, and guidance included in specialist reports.  A project Burn Plan will be prepared utilizing pro-
ject specific direction provided in the Silviculture (Vegetation) Prescription and applicable NEPA docu-
mentation prior to burning. 

 Little to no seeding is anticipated, however, if seeding is warranted on firelines or other disturbed areas to 
minimize erosion or limit off-road access, use native plant species to the degree feasible. 

 Slash piles will be generally small, about 8 ft. in diameter and 8 ft. tall, to localize soil damage in small-
scattered pockets, with minimal potential for introduction of noxious and invasive plants.  Piles will be in 
openings, not located under or next to trees or woodland leave groups, to minimize scorch damage to live 
trees and desirable vegetation identified for retention. 

 Inform the public about planned burn activities prior to implementation through signing, newspaper notifi-
cation, or appropriate personal contact with community leaders or individuals in the subdivision. 

 As appropriate, use flaggers or temporary road and area closures to restrict public access for public safety 
reasons during the implementation. 

 Firewood gathering will be allowed within the project area.  Collection will be controlled through authori-
zation and administration of appropriate permits utilizing existing Forest System Roads for access. 

 Leave screening vegetation along the edges of collector roads to the degree feasible to prevent a short-term 
increase in illegal off-road travel.  Monitor off-road vehicle use.  When necessary to reduce impacts, reha-
bilitate mechanized access trails or firelines that intersect Forest Service Roads 50207, 54622, 54658, 
54659, 54662, and 54663. 

 It is preferred that burning take place outside the primary hunting season (October/November) and the nest-
ing, calving, and fawning season.  However, these restrictions cover a wide range of time that often in-
cludes the only feasible times to burn.  Consult with the wildlife biologist on the timing of each burn. Make 
multi-media attempts to notify hunters prior to the burn. 

 Limbs (live and dead) will be pruned (severed flush with bole of tree) for a height of 5 feet around the base 
of live trees 2 inches DBH to 8 inches DBH to minimize the potential spread of fire into tree canopies.  
This will be required in ponderosa pine stands treated; thinned areas of ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, pinyon 
pine, or juniper in other areas; for a distance of about 15 feet around the edge of pockets or groups of un-
thinned trees left in woodland areas; for 300 feet on the edge of property boundaries and along access 
roads. 

 
Fuels & Fire Behavior 

 Firefighter and public safety is the most important factor in implementation of prescribed fires. 
 Prescribed fire used for management purposes has an element of risk from unpredictable changes in burn-

ing conditions.  If the fire should exceed the prescribed conditions and exhibit problem fire behavior, it 
would be contained and extinguished. 

 Natural and existing constructed barriers (rock, road and trails, other clear areas, streams, or fire resistant 
vegetation) will be utilized for fuel breaks during prescribed burning where appropriate.  In areas where 
these barriers are not available, fireline will be constructed to deter fire spread outside the prescription area.  
Fireline would be constructed by the method (hand or small machine – e.g. Bobcat) appropriate to the 
slope, soils, visual sensitivity, and archaeological clearance of the area.  As a general guideline, width of 
machine constructed fireline (bare soil) should not exceed one blade-width of the Bobcat.  Fireline will re-
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ceive appropriate drainage and seeding to minimize erosion.  Fireline adjacent to roads or campsites will be 
obliterated or blocked following burning if its presence/appearance would encourage unauthorized OHV 
use. 

 Use techniques to minimize smoke production and impacts from slash burning: 

 Follow the procedures and requirements in the State Smoke Management Plan (Utah Division of Air 
Quality 2006). 

 Follow guidance in Manti-La Sal National Forest Fire Management Plan (USDA Forest Service 
2008). 

 Burn when conditions are good for rapid dispersion. 
 Burn under favorable moisture conditions. 
 Keep soil out of burn piles. 

 Burning will generally, be slow, controlled burning when fuel condition are dry but soil conditions are 
moist, to protect soils and reduce heat penetration below the ground.  Patches of intense fire that kills trees 
will be allowed depending on the vegetation community, fuel type, and objectives.  Burn patch size will not 
exceed a natural range appearance. 

 Do not directly ignite scattered old rotten logs, old stumps, standing snags, or large (> 6” DRC) gambel 
oak.  Where necessary, place fireline around large (> 12 inch diameter) rotten logs, large (> 18 inches 
DBH) standing snags, or along the edge of large diameter Gambel oak clones to avoid burning.  Utilize ig-
nition patterns, firelines, or other appropriate measures that discourage burning of these materials during 
prescribed burning.  

 Ignition will not occur in sagebrush openings, except in pockets where there are individual or small groups 
of older ponderosa pine where it would be beneficial to underburn the trees to reduce needle and duff layers 
through spot ignition.  Fire may creep into meadow areas from outside ignition sources or from internal tree 
areas, but should not be encouraged to run through the sagebrush stand. 

 Larger trees (18”+ DBH) and old character ponderosa pine trees with deep, undisturbed needle layers 
should be raked (stirred up) under the canopy of the tree if not disturbed during bullhog or fuel rearrange-
ment treatments the season prior to burning; intent is not to remove needle layers, but to disturb continuity 
and force fine roots out of the upper organic layers.  This, combined with burning while soils are somewhat 
moist should reduce tree mortality from prescribed fire.   

 Clear debris and deep needle/duff layers away from the base of large (18”+ DBH) snags for a 4 feet radius 
prior to burning. 

 In ponderosa pine stands, prescribed underburning should result in 20-80% effective burn, low intensity 
and severity surface fire, consumption of generally fine and small diameter fuels (< 3 inches DBH), duff 
consumption of 30-50%, and minimal overstory mortality.  Mortality of occasional single trees or small-
scattered groups [2-10 trees] is preferred, but up to 1 acre size openings are permissible if total fire-created 
openings are less than 5 per 100 acres). 

Noxious and Invasive Plants 

 Equipment shall be cleaned of soils, seeds, vegetative matter, or other debris that could contain or hold 
noxious seeds prior to entering the area.  Contract operators will certify in writing that off-road equipment 
is free of noxious weeds prior to start up of operations. 

 Noxious weed free certification will be required for all straw or hay bales used for erosion control, any 
mulch, and seed applied in reclamation. 

 Control noxious weeds as appropriate under existing decisions and agreements. 

Rangeland Allotment 

 Protect all structural improvements in the treatment area, including fence lines and water troughs.  If dam-
aged during mechanical treatments or prescribed fire, improvements will be repaired or replaced as appro-
priate. 

 Coordinate prescribed burning with the permittee.  Pasture deferment of grazing until the late summer fol-
lowing prescribed burning should allow adequate growth and recovery.  The pasture may be rested from 
grazing for 1-2 seasons if post-treatment monitoring indicates it is needed for recovery of the vegetation. 
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Wildlife Resources  

 All threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive plant and animal species and any nesting birds discov-
ered during project implementation will be protected by avoiding their area as determined by the Forest 
Plan Standards and Guidelines, as well as others applicable to the area.  Consult with a Biologist to ensure 
compliance prior to implementation. 

 To avoid disturbance that might cause abandonment of an active golden eagle nest, work on the eastern 
bullhog unit (64 acres) would take place outside the nesting period (1/1-8/31), if the nest is active. 

 Large snags (18 inches DBH and greater) and live replacement trees not identified as a hazard to public 
safety, property, or improvements will be protected.  No live ponderosa pine or Douglas-fir greater than 9 
inches DBH will be cut or masticated. 

 Treatment units will be-resurveyed for appropriate threatened, endangered, or sensitive species prior to 
mechanized treatment implementation.   

Recreation, Lands, & Special Uses 

 Operation of bullhog equipment on weekends (from Memorial Day to Labor Day), federal holidays, the 
24th of July Utah State holiday, and opening weekends of general deer and elk rifle seasons are prohibited. 

 Treatment of structures and areas authorized for Special use activities will be coordinated with District 
Recreation Forester and Lands Specialist prior to treatment.  Appropriate measures will be implemented to 
protect power lines, buildings, propane tanks, and other equipment on federal lands within the project area. 

 Scatter logs and debris along unauthorized routes and firelines (emphasizing the first 200’ to 300’ entry 
points along roads) to discourage off-road motorized access. 

 Protect survey and other land location markers from damage during mechanical or prescribed fire treat-
ments. 

Visual Landscape 

 Stumps of trees or hardwood shrubs cut or masticated within these areas should be 6 inches high or less. 
 Woody slash debris should be spread into openings or hand piled in areas treated by hand. 
 Created openings should conform with natural openings and terrain so that they blend with natural vegeta-

tion patterns. 

Cultural Resources 

 Evaluate, protect, and monitor all National Register eligible sites.  These sites will be avoided. 
 Discovery of previously unknown sites, on either the surface or subsurface, may occur during project im-

plementation and shall be protected in accordance with the service contract and Federal Laws as cited be-
low. 

 Where project activities cannot be modified to protect sites in-place, develop plans to recover scientific 
data in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended), Archaeological Re-
sources Protection Act, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act.  Consult with ap-
propriate Native American entities as necessary. 

 Equipment (such as bobcats and bull hogs) is permitted only in areas identified in the Willow Basin Haz-
ardous Fuels Reduction project file.  This is important since equipment can damage valued cultural and 
heritage resources.  Firelines may be needed for prescribed burning and will require review with the Dis-
trict Archeologist to ensure no archaeology site disturbance.  Identified sites may be treated by hand (chain-
saw) as approved by the District Archaeologist.  Debris burn piles will not be located on top of archeology 
sites.  Concentrations of brush and fuel will not be located on sites. 

Transportation System 

 County and National Forest System Roads will be protected improvements. 
 Install warning signs and devices on roads commensurate with project and public safety.  When necessary, 

traffic controllers (flaggers) will be used. 
 Vehicle traffic and equipment operation will be restricted during wet periods to prevent rutting in excess of 

one inch on gravel roads and 2 inches on native surface roads.  Vehicle traffic and equipment operation 
may also be restricted during dry periods if native surface roads become powdered. 
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Watershed/Soils  

 Implement the Soil and Water Conservation Practices and State Best Management Practices identified in 
the Willow Basin Wildland-Urban Interface Fuels Treatment Project Technical Report – Watershed and 
Soils (USDA Forest Service 2009). 

 If identified as needed by our soil or watershed specialist, heavily compacted areas shall be ripped and re-
claimed after use to a depth of 8-12 inches; scarify other compacted areas (access trails) to a depth of 2-4 
inches to prepare a seedbed after mechanized treatment is completed.  If needed to reduce erosion or limit 
off-road access, disturbed areas shall be seeded with a native grass mixture. 

 Seed mixtures for erosion control on firelines shall include the following certified weed free mixtures and 
amounts unless otherwise approved through the District Range Management Specialist and District Silvi-
culturist: 

 
 

SPECIES POUNDS/ACRE 
Western Wheatgrass or Blue-

stem (Agropyron smithii) 
2.0 

Poa fendleriana 1.0 
Bluebunch Wheatgrass (Agro-

pyron spicatum) 
1.5 

Indian Ricegrass (Oryzopsis 
hymenoides) 

.5 

Lupinus argenteus .5 
Bitterbrush (Purshia tridentate) .5 

Total Pounds 6 
 

 Large woody slash debris should be spread over access trails, unauthorized roads, and equipment parking 
areas. 

 Avoid soils with depths of less than 10 inches. 
 Equipment may include bull hogs, chippers, or other equipment that has low ground pressure and would 

not subject soils to severe compaction.  Operate equipment on contour, where possible. Do not use equip-
ment on very moist or wet soils, or on slopes steeper than 40%. Ensure the equipment does not sink into the 
soil 4 inches or deeper.  If there is such occurrence, rehabilitate the area.  Limit crossing streams with 
equipment, and cross perpendicular to the stream channel. 

 Limit the cumulative area of burn piles to a maximum of 15% of the treatment area.  Rake and/or seed if 
appropriate. 

 Limit the removal of ground cover to less than 50% of the existing level. 
 Establish non-treatment (ignition or mechanical treatment) buffers to a minimum of 50 feet around the 

ephemeral streams in Unit 1, and any other stream channels found in the treatment areas. Flag the location 
of these buffers. Consult with a Hydrologist for assistance locating and flagging buffers, or if treatment in 
needed within a buffer. 

 No debris generated by treatments will be left within the high water area of any channel to avoid both im-
pacts to channel stability and down stream transportation of material. 

 Any surface disturbance caused by equipment shall be restored within the Regional Soil Quality direction 
of no more than 15% of an activity area with detrimental soil conditions.  Monitoring shall be performed 
during operations to limit soil disturbance.  Rehabilitate treatment units with more than 15% of the unit det-
rimentally disturbed, including high fire severity, by re-vegetation with native species, slope erosion con-
trol measures, and/ or other appropriate rehabilitation treatments. 

 Rehabilitate any constructed firelines to minimize erosion. Use waterbars and/or slash, or seeding as appro-
priate. 

 Refuel and service equipment at least 300 feet from any water source or dry stream channel. 
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MONITORING 
 
The general objective of monitoring is to determine if land management activities are being implemented correctly 
and if the implementation requirements are effective.  This is accomplished through project supervision or imple-
mentation monitoring and post-project monitoring.  Post-project monitoring is defined in the Forest Plan (USDA 
Forest Service 1986 as amended).  In addition, the following will be accomplished during and following project im-
plementation: 
 

 Day-to-day monitoring of mechanized (bullhog) contract operations will be completed by a designated 
Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) and designated Contract Inspectors. 

 Precommercial thinning, pruning, fuel rearrangement, and hand piling treatments will be monitored by a 
designated COR (contract operations) or Forestry Technician (force account) to ensure that implementation 
is completed in accordance with NEPA and prescription specifications. 

 Prescribed burning will be supervised by a qualified Burn Boss to ensure that implementation is completed 
in accordance with NEPA, Silvicultural Prescription, and Burn Plan. 

 Range Management personnel will review the area prior to operations to identify any weed pockets that 
should be treated or avoided.  The area will be inspected the season following initial project completion and 
following maintenance treatment to identify any new incursions of weeds.  Existing or new weed popula-
tions will be treated in accordance with existing noxious weed management decisions. 

 An ID Team review will be conducted following initial treatment and following the maintenance treatment 
to determine if project and Forest Plan objectives have been met. 
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NAME EXPERTISE INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM 

Michael Diem District Ranger (Current) Line Officer 
Katherine Foster Acting District Ranger (2007-2008) Line Officer 
Lee Johnson District Ranger (Transferred) Line Officer 
Brenda Dale Fuels Specialist Team Leader 
Greg T. Montgomery Silviculturist/Fire Ecology/NEPA Team Member/Writer-Editor 
Mike Crawley Fire Ecologist (Transferred) Team Member 
Barbara Smith Wildlife Biologist/Botany Team Member 
Joni Vanderbilt Hydrologist/Soils Team Member 
Julie Gott Hydrologist (Transferred) Specialist 
Brian Murdock Recreation/Visuals/Special Uses Specialist 
Tina Ward Range Management Specialist 
Don Irwin Archaeologist/Native American 

Consultation 
Specialist 

Joel Nowak Minerals/Paleontology/Special Uses Specialist 
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